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In this study, we investigate two widely recognized Interacting Dark Energy(IDE) models and
assess their compatibility with observational data, focusing on the growth rate of matter perturba-
tions. We explore IDE models with different equations of state (EoS) parameters for Dark Energy
(DE), including the CPL parameterization and a constant value for wde. To constrain the parame-
ters of the IDE models using background data, we employ a Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC)
analysis. Our results show that both IDE-I and IDE-II models are Compatible with observational
data, although with slight variations influenced by the homogeneity or clustering of DE. Following
that, we investigate the growth of matter perturbations and perform a comprehensive statistical
analysis utilizing both the background and growth rate data. The growth rate in IDE models ex-
hibits deviations compared to the ΛCDM model due to the impact of homogeneity or clustering of
DE, as well as the selection of the EoS parameter. However, we find that the IDE models show good
compatibility with the growth rate data. Furthermore, we explore how the clustering or homogene-
ity of DE and the selection of the EoS parameter affect the evolution of the relative difference in the
growth rate of IDE models, ∆f , in comparison to the ΛCDM model. Lastly, we employ the AIC and
BIC criteria to evaluate and identify the best model that is compatible with the observational data.
The selection of the model depends on the homogeneity or clustering of DE, the EoS parameter,
and the dataset used. Overall, the IDE-I and IDE-II models exhibit agreement with the data, with
slight deviations depending on specific scenarios and parameters.

I. INTRODUCTION

Observational evidence from various sources strongly
supports the notion that the expansion of the Universe
is accelerating. This evidence encompasses diverse mea-
surements, including Supernovae type Ia (SnIa) [1–3],
Cosmic Microwave Background (CMB) [4–7], Baryon
Acoustic Oscillations (BAO) [8–12], high redshift galaxy
clusters [13, 14], weak lensing surveys [15–17], and other
sources. These diverse observations consistently support
the idea of accelerated expansion, shedding light on the
evolution of the Universe and the role of Dark Energy
(DE). However, despite the strong support for the ΛCDM
model provided by these observations, several challenges
persist. The nature of DE itself remains a mystery, as
its origin and properties are not yet fully understood.
The cosmological constant’s fine-tuning and the cosmic
coincidence problem raise questions about why DE domi-
nates the Universe’s energy density at the present epoch.
Moreover, tensions related to S8 [18–20] and H0 [21–26]
further complicate matters, posing both theoretical and
observational challenges.

Observationally, there are discrepancies in the forma-
tion of cosmic structures at smaller scales compared to
the predictions of the ΛCDM model. These inconsisten-
cies and tensions necessitate exploring alternative theo-
ries and modifications to address these issues and refine
our understanding expansion of the Universe. Scientists
are actively investigating various approaches, including
modified gravity theories [27–33], Unified DE models
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[34–38], and Interacting DE (IDE) models [39–46], and
many other alternative cosmological scenarios, to over-
come these theoretical and observational challenges.

IDE models, which involve the interaction between DE
and Dark Matter(DM), have significant implications for
the evolution of the Universe and the behavior of these
enigmatic components. Extensive research has been con-
ducted on these models to comprehend their impact
on the expansion history of the Universe, the growth
of large-scale structures, and observational constraints.
Since the exact form of the interaction cannot be deduced
from fundamental principles due to the unknown nature
of DE and DM, a phenomenological approach is often
employed to determine the nature of their interaction.
Recent observational data indicates that a direct inter-
action between DE and DM cannot be ruled out. These
models introduce additional parameters to describe the
strength of the interaction and its effects on observables
related to large-scale structures.

The growth of matter perturbations in the Universe
can be influenced by DE through various mechanisms,
even without considering the interaction between two
dark sectors. One such mechanism is the deceleration
of the growth rate due to the accelerating expansion of
the Universe, resulting in a slower evolution of matter
perturbations. Additionally, DE can exhibit perturba-
tions that grow in a similar manner to DM, leading to
changes in the distribution and clustering of DM through-
out the Universe. These mechanisms demonstrate how
DE can impact the growth of matter perturbations in
the Universe[11, 54–63, 103].

The growth of DM perturbations in IDE models can be
influenced by perturbations in DE, where an exchange of
energy between the two dark components impacts their
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evolutions. To comprehend the growth of structures
caused by this interaction, researchers utilize theoreti-
cal modeling, simulations, and analysis of observational
data. These investigations significantly advance our un-
derstanding of the Universe’s evolution by uncovering the
interaction between DE and DM.

This study aims to examine the effects of small DE
perturbations on the growth of DM perturbations in IDE
models. By studying the growth of DM perturbations in
the presence of DE perturbations, valuable insights are
gained into the complex interaction between these dark
components and their influence on the evolution of cosmic
structures. To explore the impact of DE perturbations
on the growth of DM perturbations, we consider different
interaction terms and Equation of State (EoS) parame-
ters for DE in the conservation equations related to DE
and DM. Subsequently, we solve the coupled equations
governing the evolution of DE and DM, and finally, we
compare the resulting outcomes with observational data.
This analysis enables us to measure and evaluate any de-
viations between the predictions of the standard ΛCDM
model and the observational data.

The article’s structure is outlined as follows: In Sec.
II, we derive the necessary equations for the background
evolution of the Universe and introduce the IDE mod-
els investigated in this study. In Sec. III, we give a
brief overview of the current observational datasets at
the background level. We then utilize numerical Markov
Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) analysis to constrain the
free parameters of the IDE models examined in this re-
search. In Sec. IV, we establish the fundamental equa-
tions governing the evolution of DE and DM in the linear
regime within the IDE model scenarios. We also inves-
tigate the growth rate of matter perturbations in this
section. Additionally, we incorporate growth rate data
along with background data to obtain more comprehen-
sive constraints on the free parameters of models. In
Sec. V, we perform a comparison between the IDE mod-
els and the ΛCDM model, using significant cosmological
quantities. This comparison is performed using the best-
fit values obtained from the likelihood analysis for the
free parameters. Finally, in Sec. VI, we present the con-
clusions derived from our study.

II. BASIC EQUATIONS IN IDE MODELS:
BACKGROUND LEVEL

In this study, the background of the Universe is de-
scribed using the Friedmann-Robertson-Walker (FRW)
metric. The FRW metric, which is defined in terms of
conformal time, can be expressed as ds2 = a2(η)

(
−

dη2 + δijdx
idxj

)
. where a(η) is the scale factor. Also,

the energy-momentum tensor of DE and DM, denoted by
T̄µν = p̄ḡµν(p̄ + ρ̄)ūµv̄ν . where the bars denote that the
quantities are unperturbed. In the context of IDE mod-
els, the conservation equations for the energy-momentum

of these components can be expressed as follows [64]:

∇µT̄
µ,i
ν = Q̄ i

ν (1)

where i = de,dm, and Q̄ i
ν is the phenomenological in-

teraction term among the DM and DE. Due to the con-
servation of total energy-momentum, we can conclude
Q̄ de

ν = −Q̄ dm
ν . Also, in the case of non-interaction be-

tween DE and DM, we have Q̄ de
ν = −Q̄ dm

ν = 0. This
means that the energy transfer rate from DE to DM or
vice versa is zero. Furthermore, because of the homo-
geneous and isotropic of background, the spatial compo-
nents of Q̄ i

ν are zero. Consequently, the evolution of the
energy density of dark energy (ρde), dark matter (ρdm),
baryons (ρb), and radiation (ρr) over time can be deter-
mined using the following conservation equations.

ρ̇dm + 3Hρdm = Q̄0 (2)

ρ̇de + 3H(1 + wde)ρde = −Q̄0 (3)

ρ̇b + 3Hρb = 0 (4)

ρ̇r + 4Hρr = 0 (5)

where dots denote derivative with respect to the confor-
mal time, H is the conformal Hubble parameter(H =
aH), and wde = pde/ρde is the EoS parameter of DE.
Moreover, the evolution of a spatially flat FRW Universe
with a homogeneous and isotropic background is gov-
erned by the following equation:

H2 =
8πG

3
a2(ρdm + ρde + ρb + ρr) (6)

The solutions of Eqs. (2 & 3) depend on the particular
forms of Q̄0 and wde. In this study, two phenomenological
interaction terms for Q̄0 are considered: Q̄01 = ξ1Hρde
and Q̄02 = ξ2Hρdm. Where ξ1 and ξ2 are dimension-
less coupling parameter describing the strength of inter-
action between DE and DM. In recent years, there has
been a significant amount of research devoted to models
resembling these, in which the interaction term exhibits
proportionality to the energy densities (ρde, ρdm), or a
combination of both[65–68].
Moreover, we investigate two distinct cases for the EoS

parameter associated with each of the interaction terms.
In the first case, we use a well-known parameterization
called the Chevallier-Polarski-Linder (CPL) parameteri-
zation, defined as wde = w0 + w1(1 − a)[69, 70]. In the
second case, we assume that the parameter wde is con-
stant. In the following, we examine these contents in
more detail.
Interaction Term I: Q̄01 = ξ1Hρde: By employing

this interaction term and assuming the CPL parameter-
ization for DE in equations (2 & 3), we can obtain the
solutions for these equations as follows:

ρdm = ρ0deξ1a
−3

∫ a

1

e3w1(a−1)a−3(w0+w1)−ξ1−1da

+ ρ0dma
−3 ; (7)

ρde = ρ0dea
−3(1+w0+w1)−ξ1e3(a−1)w1 (8)
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TABLE I. Phenomenological interaction models and their
related equations of state that have been investigated in this
research.

Model Q̄0 Q̄0/ρde Q̄0/ρdm DE EoS

IDE I Hξ1ρde Hξ1 Hξ1
Ωde
Ωdm

CPL , wd

IDE II Hξ2ρdm Hξ2
Ωdm
Ωde

Hξ2 CPL , wd

Furthermore, if we assume that wde is a constant, we can
determine the solutions for equations (2 & 3) as below:

ρdm =
a−3((1+wde)−ξ1

3wde + ξ1

[
ξ1ρ

0
de(a

3wde+ξ1 − 1)

+ (3wde + ξ1)ρ
0
dma

3wde+ξ1
]

(9)

ρde = ρ0dea
−3((1+wde)−ξ1 (10)

Interaction Term II: Q̄02 = ξ2Hρdm: By assuming
this form of the interaction term and utilizing the CPL
parameterization for DE in equations (2 & 3), we can
derive the solutions for these equations as follows:

ρdm = ρ0dma
−3+ξ2 ; (11)

ρde = a−3(1+w0+w1)
[
ρ0dee

3(a−1)w1 − ρ0dme
3aw1

× ξ2

∫ a

1

e−3aw1a3(w0+w1)+ξ2−1da
]

(12)

when wde is constant, the solutions to Eqs.(2 & 3) can
be derived as follows.

ρdm = ρ0dma
−3+ξ2

ρde =
a−3(1+wde)

3wde + ξ2

[
ρ0de(3wde + ξ2) + ξ2ρ

0
dm(1− a3wde+ξ2)

]
(13)

In the following section, we analyze the observational
constraints that are imposed on these IDE models at the
background level.

III. DATA ANALYSIS: BACKGROUND LEVEL

In this section, we provide an overview of the steps in
analyzing observational data. The steps are as follows:

I. Background Analysis: The total likelihood at the
background level is calculated using the χ2

bac equation,
which combines the contributions from different observa-
tional data sets, which is given by:

χ2
bac(p) = χ2

H(p) + χ2
BAO(p) + χ2

SN(p) + χ2
CMB(p) (14)

where, p = {Ωbh
2,Ωch

2, H0, w0, w1, ξ1, ξ2} represents
the free parameters of the models, and the subscripts H,
BAO, SN, and CMB denote the contributions from the

Hubble parameter, Baryon Acoustic Oscillations, Super-
nova type Ia, and Cosmic Microwave Background, re-
spectively. In this analysis, we utilize 1098 observational
data points related to the background. These data points
consist of 1048 data points from the Pantheon catalog for
supernova type Ia (SnIa), 3 data points for the CMB, 11
data points for the BAO, and 36 data points for the H(z).
II. Growth Rate Analysis: In the second analysis, the

growth rate data is incorporated. The total χ2 value
(χ2

tot) combining the background and growth rate com-
ponents is given by:

χ2
tot(q) = χ2

bac(p) + χ2
growth (15)

where, q = {p, σ8,0} represents the free parameters of the
models at both the background and perturbation levels.
The χ2

growth term represents the contribution from the
growth rate data. In this step, 44 growth rate data points
are added to the background data points. Additionally,
the details of χ2

growth are explained in Subsec. IVA.

III. Statistical Tools: The χ2 statistic is commonly
used to assess the level of agreement between theoreti-
cal models and observational data. Therefore, we utilize
MCMC analysis, which explores the parameter space to
determine uncertainties and correlations among the pa-
rameters. These statistical techniques are employed to
analyze observational data and constrain model parame-
ters based on their compatibility with the observational
data. In the subsequent sections, we present a concise
description of the datasets employed in this study.

A. Type Ia Supernovae(SnIa) data

The dataset of Type Ia Supernovae (SnIa) plays a cru-
cial role in studying the dynamic background of the Uni-
verse and continues to provide valuable constraints for
DE models. The SnIa dataset involves comparing the
apparent magnitude with the absolute magnitude of ob-
served SnIa, which is known as the distance modulus and
theoretically is given by:

µth(z) = 5 log10 dL(z) + 42.384− 5 log10 h (16)

Where, dL(z) represents the luminosity distance, which
is defined in the following manner:

dL(z) =
c

H0
(1 + z)

∫ z

0

dz′

E(z′)
(17)

In this analysis, we employ the Pantheon SnIa dataset,
containing 1048 data points sourced from the Pantheon
sample [71]. Additionally, we obtain the respective χ2

SN
using the following relation:

χ2
sn(p) =

1048∑
i=1

[µth(p, zi)− µobs(zi)]
2

σ2
µ,i

(18)

Where, the µth(p, zi) refers to the theoretical prediction
of the distance modulus at a specific redshift zi. On
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the other hand, µobs(zi) represents the distance modulus
determined through observations and, σµ,i indicates the
uncertainty related to the observational data.

B. Baryon Acoustic Oscillations(BAO) data

Recent investigations have highlighted the significance
of BAO as a valuable geometric probe for examining DE.
The precise position of the BAO peak in the CMB power
spectrum is indeed dependent on the ratio of DV (z) to
the comoving sound horizon size rs(z) at the drag epoch,
denoted as zd which represents the epoch when baryons
decoupled from photons. In their study, Komatsu et
al.[72] noted that the drag epoch, characterized by zd,
occurs slightly later than the epoch of photon decou-
pling, represented by z∗. During this epoch, the grav-
itational potential well affects the behavior of baryons.
As a result, the sound horizon size during the drag era
is slightly larger compared to the photon decoupling era.
Various researchers have reported their measurements of
the BAO feature using different observable quantities.
Some measurements included constraints on the ratio
rs(zd)/DV (z) or its inverse. The comoving sound horizon
rs(zd) is given by[72]

rs(zd) =
c

H0

∫ ∞

zd

cs(z
′)dz′

E(z′)
(19)

where cs(z) = 1/[3(1 + 3Ωb0

4(1+z)Ωγ0
)]

1
2 and E(z) is given

by Eq. (6). We adopt the approximate function for zd
as described in [73]. Furthermore, we set Ωγ0 = 2.469×
10−5h−2 (for Tcmb = 2.725 K) according to [72, 79]. Also,
the expression for DV (z) is provided in[72] as follows:

DV (z) =
c

H0

[
(1 + z)2D2

A(z)
z

E(z)

] 1
3

(20)

where DA(z) is the angular diameter distance. When the
curvature density, ΩK , is zero, we can calculate DA(z) by
using the following formula [72]:

DA(z) =
c

H0(1 + z)

∫ z

0

dz

E(z)
(21)

We utilize two datasets, one in the old format presented
in Table II and the other in the new format shown in
Table III. Since the data points listed in Tables II and
III are uncorrelated, we calculate χ2

bao,1 for the first case
as follows:

χ2
bao,1 =

4∑
i=1

[dz(zi)|th − (dz,i)|obs]2

σ2
i

(22)

In this case, the theoretical prediction is expressed as

dz(z) = rs(zd)
DV (zeff )

, where rs(zd) represents the comoving

sound horizon size at the drag epoch, and DV (zeff) de-
notes the effective volume distance. In the second case,

TABLE II. The old format of the BAO data points, along
with their Survey details and References.

zeff dz Survey Refs.

0.106 0.336± 0.015 6dFGS [74]
0.60 0.0692± 0.0033 WiggleZ [75]
0.57 0.073± .022 SDSS.DR9 [76]
0.275 0.1390± 0.0037 SDSS.DR7 [10]

TABLE III. The new format of the BAO data points, along
with their Survey details and References.

zeff β∗
i (Mpc) rfids Survey Refs.

0.38 1477± 16 147.78 BOSS.DR12 [77]
0.51 1877± 19 147.78 BOSS.DR12 [77]
0.61 2140± 22 147.78 BOSS.DR12 [77]
0.15 664± 25 148.69 BOSS.MGS [78]

χ2
bao,2 is obtained from the following relation.

χ2
bao,2 =

4∑
i=1

[β∗(zi)|th − β∗
z,i|obs]2

σ2
i

(23)

In this case, the theoretical prediction is represented by

β∗(z) = DV (zeff )
rs(zd)

rfids . Consequently, the total χ2
bao is

given by χ2
bao = χ2

bao,1 + χ2
bao,2.

C. Cosmic Microwave Background(CMB) data

The location of the CMB acoustic peak is valuable tool
for constraining models of DE as it depends on the an-
gular diameter distance in dynamical DE models. The
specific position of this peak in the power spectrum of
temperature anisotropy in the CMB is determined by
three parameters: la, R, and Ωbh

2. Where, la represents
the angular scale of the sound horizon at the decoupling
era, which can be calculated using the equation:

la = (1 + z∗)
πDA(z∗)

rs(z∗)
(24)

In this equation, z∗ refers to the redshift at the decou-
pling time, and a fitting formula from Hu[82] is used to
determine it. The coefficient of (1 + z∗) is included be-
cause DA(z∗) represents the physical angular diameter
distance (see Eq. 21), while rs(z∗) represents the comov-
ing sound horizon at z∗ (see Eq. 19). The scale distance
or shift parameter at the decoupling epoch, denoted as
R, is defined as follows[81]:

R(z∗) =
1

c

√
Ωm0H0(1 + z∗)DA(z∗) (25)

Chen et al. [83] conducted a comparison between the full
CMB power spectrum analysis and the distance prior
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TABLE IV. The H(z) data used in the current analysis (in
units of km s−1Mpc−1). This compilation is partly based on
those of Ref [91].

z H(z) σH Refs. z H(z) σH Refs.
0.07 69 19.6 [87] 0.48 97 62 [88]
0.09 69 12 [88] 0.57 96.8 3.4 [93]
0.12 68.6 26.2 [87] 0.593 104 13 [89]
0.17 83 8 [88] 0.6 87.9 6.1 [92]
0.179 75 4 [89] 0.68 92 8 [89]
0.199 75 5 [89] 0.73 97.3 7 [92]
0.2 72.9 29.6 [87] 0.781 105 12 [89]
0.27 77 14 [88] 0.875 125 17 [89]
0.28 88.8 36.6 [87] 0.88 90 40 [88]
0.35 82.7 8.4 [90] 0.9 117 23 [88]
0.352 83 14 [89] 1.037 154 20 [89]
0.3802 83 13.5 [91] 1.3 168 17 [88]
0.4 95 17 [88] 1.363 160 33.6 [94]
0.4004 77 10.2 [91] 1.43 177 18 [88]
0.4247 87.1 11.2 [91] 1.53 140 14 [88]
0.44 82.6 7.8 [92] 1.75 202 40 [88]
0.44497 92.8 12.9 [91] 1.965 186.5 50.4 [94]
0.4783 80.9 9 [91] 2.34 222 7 [95]

method to constrain different DE models. The results
of both methods were found to be completely consis-
tent. Therefore, in this study, we utilize the combined
CMB likelihood (Planck 2018 TT, TE, EE + lowE)
based on the observed values Xobs

i = {R, la,Ωbh
2} =

{1.7493, 301.462, 0.02239}, as obtained by Chen et al.
[83]. The χ2

cmb is expressed as follows:

χ2
cmb = ∆XiΣ

−1
ij ∆XT

i (26)

Where, ∆Xi = {Xth
i −Xobs

i } represents the difference be-
tween the theoretical value Xth

i and the observed value
Xobs

i . The inverse of the covariance matrix Σ−1
ij associ-

ated with ∆Xi is given by:

Σ−1
ij =

 94392.3971 −1360.4913 1664517.2916
−1360.4913 161.4349 3671.6180
1664517.2916 3671.6180 79719182.5162



D. Hubble data

In our analysis, we utilize 36 data points of H(z) from
Table (IV), spanning the redshift range 0.07 ⩽ z ⩽ 2.34.
Since the measurements of H(z) are uncorrelated, we can
express the χ2

H statistic as follows:

χ2
H(p) =

36∑
i=1

[Hth(p, zi)−Hobs(zi)]
2

σ2
i

(27)

Here, Hth(p, zi) represents the model predictions at the
redshift zi, while Hobs(zi) and σi denote the measured
values and Gaussian errors, respectively, corresponding
to the data points listed in Table (IV).

IV. BASIC EQUATIONS IN IDE MODELS:
PERTURBATIONS LEVEL

The perturbed Friedmann-Robertson-Walker (FRW)
metric is used to describe the spacetime geometry in cos-
mology, taking into account small perturbations from the
homogeneous and isotropic background Universe. In the
conformal Newtonian gauge, the metric can be expressed
as follows:

ds2 = a(η)2[−(1 + 2ψ)dη2 + (1− 2ϕ)δijdx
idxj], (28)

where a(η) is the scale factor depending on conformal
time η, and ψ and ϕ are scalar potentials represent-
ing gravitational potential and spatial curvature, respec-
tively. The (1+ 2ψ) and (1− 2ϕ) terms modify the tem-
poral and spatial components of the metric, accounting
for small perturbations in the spacetime geometry. This
gauge simplifies calculations and is commonly used to
study linear perturbations. Furthermore, in the absence
of anisotropic stresses, the equations of Einstein’s grav-
ity theory require that the metric potentials ϕ and ψ are
equal. However, this equality does not generally hold in
models of modified gravity. The perturbed conservation
equations, taking into account perturbed metrics and
perturbed energy-momentum tensors, yield the following
evolution equations for the perturbations[64, 96, 97]:

δ̇ = −
[
3H

(δp
δρ

− wde

)
− Q̄0

ρ̄

]
δ − (1 + wde) (θ − 3ϕ̇)

− δQ̄0

ρ̄
, (29)

θ̇ = −
[
H

(
1− 3c2a

)
− Q̄0

ρ̄

]
θ +

δp

δρ

k2δ

(1 + wde)
+ k2ϕ

+
ikiδQ̄i

ρ̄(1 + wde)
. (30)

where dot denotes the derivative with respect to the con-
formal time, η, which is related to the physical time, t,
through the scale factor, a (adη = dt). The variables
ki, δ ≡ δρ/ρ, and θ represent the components of the
wavevector in Fourier space, density contrast, and diver-
gence of the peculiar velocity, respectively. The param-
eter wde corresponds to the EoS of DE, taking different
values depending on whether the perturbations are asso-
ciated with dust(wde=0) or DE. And, δQµ are the per-
turbations to the exchange of energy -momentum in the
perturbed conservation equations. Lastly, the parameter
c2a represents the squared adiabatic sound speed of the
DE perturbations, and its definition is as follows:

c2a = wde −
ẇde

3H (1 + wde)
(31)

To investigate perturbations of DE, it is useful to intro-
duce an effective sound speed, ceff , specifically for DE
perturbations. This quantity is defined as follows[98]:

δp

δρ
= c2eff + 3H (1 + wd)

(
c2eff − c2a

) θ
δ

1

k2
(32)
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Additionally, in this context, the Poisson equation can
be expressed as follows[99]:

k2ϕ = −4πGa2(δρ+ 3δp) (33)

where δρ = δρdm+δρde and δp = δpdm+δpde. After that,
using quantities δpdm = 0, δpde = c2effδρde, δρde = ρdeδde,
δρdm = ρdmδdm in Eq. (33), the Poisson equation can be
written as:

−k2ϕ =
3

2
H2

[
Ωdmδdm + (1 + 3c2eff)Ωdeδde

]
, (34)

where, Ωdm and Ωde represent the fractional densities of
DM and DE respectively. These fractional densities are
defined as the ratio of the densities ρdm and ρde to the
critical density of the Universe. Also, the ρ0crit, is defined
as ρ0crit = 3H2

0/8πG.
In a matter-dominated Universe with a small DE com-

ponent, the gravitational potential ϕ can be approxi-
mated as a constant in the linear perturbation regime on
sub-horizon scales(k2 ≫ H2). This assumption is con-
firmed by the fact that most observed structures, which
formed during the matter-dominated era, align with this
assumption. This simplification allows for easier analy-
sis of the evolution of perturbations and the growth of
structures. However, this assumption is only valid under
specific conditions and may not hold in other regimes or
on larger scales[100].

To obtain second-order coupled differential equations
describing the evolution of DE and (29 & 30) as follows:
Firstly, by manipulating Eq. (32), we can obtain the
following relation:

−3H δp

δρ
δ = −3Hc2effδ − 9

H2

k2
(1 + wde)(c

2
eff − c2a)θ

≃ −3Hc2effδ (35)

In the regime of sub-horizon scales (k2 ≫ H2), we can
neglect the second term on the right-hand side of Eq.
(35). Secondly, according to Eq.(32), we can express this
relation as:

k2
δp

δρ
δ = k2c2effδ + 3H(1 + wde)(c

2
eff − c2a)θ (36)

Now, by substituting Eqs.(35 & 36) into Eqs.(29 & 30),
we can express them in the following form:

δ̇ + 3Hc2effδ − 3Hwdeδ −
Q̄0

ρ̄
δ + (1 + wde)θ = 0, (37)

θ̇ +
[
H

(
1− 3c2eff

)
− Q̄0

ρ̄

]
θ − k2ϕ− k2c2eff

1 + wde
δ = 0. (38)

Morermore, in order to derive Eqs. (37 & 38) (see also
[64]), we ignore δQ̄µ. We remind that Eqs.(29 & 30) or
their equivalent Eqs.(37 & 38) can be used separately
for the components of DE and DM. Based on this, we
initially utilize Eqs.(37 & 38) to obtain a second-order
equation that describes the evolution of DE perturba-
tions. By eliminating θ from the system of Eqs.(37 &

38), we can derive following equation for δde in terms of
conformal time.

δ̈de + Ãdeδ̇de + B̃deδde = S̃de (39)

where the coefficients Ãde, B̃de, and S̃de are defined as
follows:

Ãde = H(1− 3wde) + 3H(c2a − wde)− 2
Q̄0

ρde

B̃de = 3H2(c2eff − wde)
[
1 +

Ḣ
H2

− 3(wde + c2eff − c2a)
]

+ k2c2eff − 3Hẇde +H
[
3
(
2wde − c2a

)
− 1

] Q̄0

ρde

+
( Q̄0

ρde

)2

− d

dη

( Q̄0

ρde

)
S̃de = −(1 + wde)k

2ϕ (40)

where −k2ϕ is expressed by Poisson Eq. (34). Likewise,
by utilizing Eqs. (37 & 38), we can derive a second-order
equation that describes the evolution of DM perturba-
tions. In this case, we set wd = c2eff = c2a = 0. The
resulting equation is obtained as follows:

δ̈dm + Ãdmδ̇dm + B̃dmδdm = S̃dm (41)

where, in this case, the coefficients Ãdm, B̃dm, and S̃dm

are defined as follows:

Ãdm = H− 2
Q̄0

ρdm

B̃dm = −H Q̄0

ρdm
+
( Q̄0

ρdm

)2

− d

dη

( Q̄0

ρdm

)
S̃dm = −k2ϕ (42)

Additionally, by utilizing the expressions d
dη = aH d

da and
d2

dη2 = (aH2 + aḢ) d
da + a2H2 d2

da2 , along with Eq. (34),

one can represent Eqs. (39 & 41) in terms of the scale
factor. Thus, we obtain the following equations:

δ′′de +Adeδ
′
de +Bdeδde = Sde (43)

δ′′dm +Admδ
′
dm +Bdmδdm = Sdm (44)

where, the prime denotes the derivative with respect to
the scale factor. The coefficients Ade, Bde, and Sde are
defined as follows:

Ade =
3

a
+
H ′

H
+

3

a
(c2a − 2wde)−

2

a2H

Q̄0

ρde

Bde =
3

a
(c2eff − wde)

[2
a
+
H ′

H
− 3

a
(wde + c2eff − c2a)

]
+

k2c2eff
a4H2

− 3

a
w′

de +
1

a3H2

[
3
(
2wde − c2a

)
− 1

] Q̄0

ρde

+
1

a4H2

( Q̄0

ρde

)2

− 1

a2H

d

da

( Q̄0

ρde

)
(45)

Sde =
3

2a2
(1 + wde)

[
Ωdmδdm +Ωdeδde

(
1 + 3c2eff

) ]
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In addition, the coefficients Adm, Bdm, and Sdm can be
defined as follows:

Adm =
3

a
+
H ′

H
− 2

a2H

Q̄0

ρdm

Bdm = − 1

a3H2

Q̄0

ρdm
+

1

a4H2

( Q̄0

ρdm

)2

− 1

a2H

d

da

( Q̄0

ρdm

)
Sdm =

3

2a2

[
Ωdmδdm +Ωdeδde

]
(46)

Where Q̄0,
Q̄0

ρdm
, and Q̄0

ρde
for both models IDE I and IDE

II are summarized in Table I. By solving the the coupled
Eqs. (43 and 44) numerically from an initial scale factor
of ai = 10−3 to the current time (a = 1), we can obtain
the density contrasts of the δdm and δde.
The effect of clustered and non-clustered DE on DM

perturbations can be explored by considering the effective
sound speed parameter ceff , where ceff ≃ 0 for clustered
DE and ceff ≃ 1 for non-clustered or homogeneous DE.
Also, in the case of non-clustered DE, we can simplify
the equations by setting δde = 0. This allows us to deter-
mine the evolution of the density contrasts δdm and δde as
a functions of the scale factor via numerical integration
with following appropriate initial conditions [61, 100].

δdm,i = −2ϕi

(
1 +

k2

3Hi
2

)
; δ′dm,i = −2

3

k2

H2
i

ϕi (47)

δde,i = (1 + wdi)δdm,i

δ′de,i = (1 + wdi)δ
′
dm,i + w′

diδdm,i (48)

Where wdi means the value of wde at ai. The choice
of k= 0.1hMpc−1 ensures that the analysis remains in
the linear regime because it falls within the range of
scales where the linear approximation is valid. This
choice is supported by the assumption that the shape
of the power spectrum recovered from galaxy surveys
matches the linear matter power spectrum shape for
scales k≤ 0.15hMpc−1. Additionally, it is consistent
with the power-spectrum normalization σ8, which cor-
responds to k= 0.125hMpc−1. The specific value cho-
sen for ϕi, such as ϕi = −2 × 10−6, corresponds to
δdm = 0.08 at the present time for k= 0.11hMpc−1.
Therefore, the choice of k= 0.1hMpc−1 allows for a reli-
able examination of the growth rate of clustering in the
linear regime[11, 101, 102]. In the following section, we
will utilize the numerical results derived from solving
Eqs. (43 & 44) to examine the growth rate related to
DM.

A. Growth of matter perturbations

By numerically solving Eqs.(43 & 44), we can deter-
mine the theoretical prediction for the quantity fσ8. The
quantity f represents the linear growth rate of matter
perturbations as a function of redshift (z). It quanti-
fies how structures form and evolve, and is defined as

TABLE V. The fσ8(z) data points and their References.

zi fσ8(zi) Refs. z fσ8(z) Refs.

0.02 0.428± 0.0465 [104] 0.3 0.407± 0.055 [105]
0.02 0.398± 0.065 [106] 0.02 0.314± 0.048 [106]
0.38 0.477± 0.051 [107] 0.51 0.453± 0.050 [107]
0.61 0.410± 0.044 [107] 0.76 0.440± 0.040 [108]
1.05 0.280± 0.080 [108] 0.32 0.427± 0.056 [109]
0.57 0.426± 0.029 [109] 0.38 0.497± 0.045 [110]
0.51 0.458± 0.038 [110] 0.61 0.436± 0.034 [110]
0.31 0.469± 0.098 [111] 0.36 0.474± 0.097 [111]
0.40 0.473± 0.086 [111] 0.44 0.481± 0.076 [111]
0.52 0.488± 0.065 [111] 0.48 0.482± 0.067 [111]
0.59 0.481± 0.066 [111] 0.56 0.482± 0.067 [111]
0.64 0.486± 0.070 [111] 0.10 0.370± 0.130 [113]
0.15 0.490± 0.145 [114] 0.17 0.510± 0.060 [115]
0.18 0.360± 0.090 [116] 0.38 0.440± 0.060 [116]
0.25 0.3512± 0.0583 [117] 0.37 0.4602± 0.0378 [117]
0.32 0.384± 0.095 [118] 0.59 0.488± 0.060 [119]
0.44 0.413± 0.080 [120] 0.60 0.390± 0.063 [120]
0.73 0.437± 0.072 [120] 0.60 0.550± 0.120 [121]
1.52 0.420± 0.076 [112] 0.50 0.427± 0.043 [105]
0.86 0.400± 0.110 [121] 1.40 0.482± 0.116 [122]
0.978 0.379± 0.176 [123] 1.23 0.385± 0.099 [123]
1.526 0.342± 0.070 [123] 1.944 0.364± 0.106 [123]

follows[125]:

f =
d ln δdm
d ln a

= −1 + z

z

d ln δm
d ln z

(49)

On the other hand, σ8(z) quantifies the growth of root-
mean-square mass fluctuations in spheres with radius
8Mpch−1[124], and can be calculated in the linear regime

as σ8(z) = σ8,0
δm(z)

δm(z=0) . Also, σ8(z) characterizes the

level of clustering or fluctuations in the distribution of
matter on large scales. Furthermore, we can rescale the

parameter σ8,0 as σ8,0 = δm(z=0)
δm,Λ(z=0)σ8,Λ to obtain appro-

priate parameters for evaluating different cosmological
models, particularly in the context of IDE models. The
f(z)σ8(z) measurement provides insights into the pertur-
bations of the galaxy density, represented as δg, which is
related to the perturbations in DM through the bias fac-
tor b, defined as b = δg/δm[108]. The independence of
f(z)σ8(z) from the bias factor, as shown by Song and
Percival[115], is significant because it allows for more re-
liable and robust discrimination between different IDE
models based on this quantity. In conclusion, the valid-
ity of various IDE models can be assessed by comparing
the theoretical predictions of fσ8(z) with observational
data. This is accomplished by calculating the χ2

growth
statistic, which can be expressed as follows:

χ2
growth =

44∑
i=1

[(fσ8)th(zi)− (fσ8)obs(zi)]
2

σ2
obs(zi)

(50)

where, (fσ8)th(zi) represents the theoretical prediction
at the redshift zi, while (fσ8)obs(zi) and σobs(zi) denote
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FIG. 1. Upper panel: The ∆E(%) of the IDE models com-
pared to the ΛCDM model (see Eq. 51). Middle panel: The
evolution of the deceleration parameter for various models.
Lower panel: The ∆T (%) of the IDE models compared to its
value in the standard ΛCDM model(see Eq. 54), using the
best-fit values listed in Tab.VIII for the IDE models. The var-
ious IDE models have been specified by different colors and
line styles in the inner panels of the figure. The dashed (solid)
line represents the homogeneous (clustered) case of DE.

the measured values and uncertainties, respectively. The
dataset used in this study, consisting of 44 measurements
of fσ8(z), is displayed in Table V.

V. IDE MODELS VERSUS DATA ANALYSIS

In this section, we will examine the IDE models con-
sidered in this study by following a two-step approach.
Initially, we perform an MCMC analysis to constrain

the free parameters of the models based on the latest
available background data (see Sec. III and Eq. (14)).
Subsequently, we provide a concise overview of our data
analysis results pertaining to the IDE models, which can
be found in Table VIII. Furthermore, left panels of Fig. 5
illustrates the confidence levels for 1σ and 2σ constraints
on the IDE models based on the background datasets.
These triangular plots are particularly valuable as they
visually indicate the correlations between each pair of
free parameters in the models.
The Hubble parameter plays an important role in

characterizing the background evolution of the Universe.
Moreover, how the Hubble parameter evolves can influ-
ence the growth of matter perturbations. Therefore, it is
very important to investigate the behavior of the Hubble
parameter in the context of IDE models. In light of this,
the upper panel of Fig. 1 illustrates the evolution of the
percentage deviation of the normalized Hubble parameter
E(z) of the models in comparison to the standard ΛCDM
model. In other words, it shows the relative deviation of
the normalized Hubble parameter of the models from the
concordance ΛCDM model, i.e.

∆E(%) = 100×
[ E(z)model

E(z)ΛCDM
− 1

]
(51)

In the top panel of Fig.1, it is obvious that the value of
quantity ∆E(%) associated with IDE-I model, consider-
ing the CPL parameterization and a constant value for
wde, exhibits negative values in comparison to ΛCDM
model for all z. This finding holds for both the scenar-
ios of homogeneous and clustered DE. Moreover, in the
case of the IDE-II model assuming the CPL parameter-
ization and a constant value for wde of DE, the ∆E(%)
is positive at z ≲ 1.14 and z ≲ 2.93, respectively. This is
true for both homogeneous and clustered DE. Being pos-
itive (negative) value of quantity ∆E(%) relative to the
ΛCDM model means that the cosmic expansion in the
corresponding IDE model is larger (smaller) compared
to the ΛCDM model. Moreover, in the right panel of
Fig. 3, we present a comparison between the theoretical
evolution of the Hubble parameter, H(z), and a set of 36
cosmic chronometer data points listed in Table IV.
Here, we explore the deceleration parameter, which can

be utilized for evaluating IDE models. This parameter is
defined as follows:

q(z) = − ä

aH2
=

1

H(z)

dH(z)

dz
(1 + z)− 1 (52)

By utilizing Equation (52), we can calculate the tran-
sition time, denoted as zt, when the Universe undergoes
a shift from a decelerated expansion phase (q > 0) to
an accelerated expansion phase (q < 0). This transition
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FIG. 2. Upper panel: Evolution of the linear growth rate of
matter perturbations (see Eq. 49) for the various IDE models
in terms of the redshift z. Lower panel: The ∆f(%) of models
compared to standard ΛCDM model as a function of redshift
z (see Eq. 55). The color lines and styles utilized in the inner
panels of the figure resemble those depicted in Fig.1

time is determined by setting either q = 0 or ä = 0. The
middle panel of Fig. 1, illustrates the evolution of the
deceleration parameter for the IDE models as a function
of the redshift z. The values of the transition redshift, zt,
pertaining to the IDE-I and IDE-II models, considering
the CPL parameterization and a constant value for wde,
are as follows:

zt =



Homogenous DE Clustered DE Model

∼ 0.592 ; ∼ 0.506 IDE-I, CPL;

∼ 0.838 ; ∼ 0.736 IDE-I, wde;

∼ 0.643 ; ∼ 0.674 IDE-II, CPL;

∼ 0.791 ; ∼ 0.780 IDE-II, wde

Moreover, the transition redshift, zt, for ΛCDM model,
is zt = 0.692. It is evident that during the early times,
when matter was the dominant component in the Uni-
verse, the quantity q approaches a value of 1

2 . Hence,
during the early matter-dominated era, the value of q
indicates a decelerating but slowing expansion. These
outcomes are consistent with the findings reported in the
study by Farooq et al. in [126].

The age of the Universe can be used as another param-
eter for assessing and comparing different models of IDE.
By utilizing the best-fitting values provided in Table VIII
and applying the following equation, we can compute the
age of the Universe.

t
U
=

1

H0

∫ ∞

0

dz

(1 + z)E(z)
(53)

which E(z) is given by Eq. (6). The age of the Universe,
determined by the Eq. (53), yields the following results
for the IDE models analyzed in this study. The t

U
is com-

puted for both homogeneous and clustered DE scenarios.
In the case of the homogeneous DE, t

U
for IDE-I(CPL,

wde) = (13.33, 13.43)Gyr and for IDE-II (CPL, wde)
=(13.41, 13.53)Gyr. Similarly, in the case of clustered
DE, the t

U
for IDE-I (CPL, wde) =(13.28, 13.48)Gyr and

for IDE-II (CPL, wde) = (13.35, 13.57)Gyr. In addition,
we indicated that the value of t

U
for the ΛCDM model

is 13.642 Gyr. It is worth noting that the age of the
Universe, as determined by the Planck (2018) results, is
13.78 Gyr [7].
Additionally, the lower panel in Fig. 1 illustrates the

percentage of the relative deviation in the age of the
Universe for the IDE models compared to the standard
ΛCDM model. This quantity is defined as follows:

∆T (%) = 100×
[ (t

U
)model

(t
U
)ΛCDM

− 1
]

(54)

In the lower panel of Fig. 1, we see that the results of our
analysis for the IDE models investigated in this study, the
values of ∆T (%), are as follows:

∆T (%) =



Homogenous Clustered Model

∼ −2.31% ; ∼ −2.60% IDE-I, CPL;

∼ −1.52% ; ∼ −1.16% IDE-I, wde;

∼ −1.70% ; ∼ −2.12% IDE-II, CPL;

∼ −0.78% ; ∼ −0.48% IDE-II, wde

In the subsequent step of our investigation, we focus
on the growth of matter perturbations. This involves nu-
merically solving Eqs.(43 & 44) for both homogeneous
and clustered cases of DE in the context of IDE mod-
els. To constrain the values of σ8 and other free pa-
rameters associated with the IDE models, we perform
a combined statistical analysis that incorporates back-
ground and growth rate data obtained from RSD (refer
to Eq. (15) and Subsec. IVA). The outcomes of this
data analysis are presented in Table IX.
With the obtained best-fit values listed in Table (IX),

we examine the evolution of the growth rate of matter
perturbations, f(z), and the percentage deviation ∆f(%)
compared to the ΛCDM model. The evolution of the
linear growth rate of matter perturbations for different
models as a function of redshift z is displayed in the up-
per panel of Fig. 2. The line f = 1 corresponds to
the Einstein-de Sitter (EdS) Universe, characterized by
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FIG. 3. Left panel: comparison of the observational growth rate data points (see Table V) and theoretical prediction of the
growth rate fσ8(z)(see Eq.49) and explanations after it) as a function of redshift z. Right panel: comparison of the 36 cosmic
chronometer data points given in Table IV and the theoretical evolution of the Hubble parameter of the IDE models in terms
of the redshift z. The color lines and styles utilized in the inner panels of the figure are similar to those depicted in Fig.1.

Ωdm = 1 and Ωde = 0. It is evident that as redshift
increases, the linear growth rates of matter perturba-
tions associated with all models approach and converge
towards the constant EdS line. We observe that the IDE-
II model, incorporating both homogeneous and clustered
DE, with the CPL parameterization and a constant value
of wde, demonstrates a relatively smaller deviation from
the evolution of the linear growth rate of matter pertur-
bations observed in the ΛCDM model.

Furthermore, we can quantify the difference in the
growth rate of the IDE models compared to its value in
the ΛCDM model by calculating the percentage relative
difference as follows:

∆f(%) = 100×
[ fmodel

fΛCDM
− 1

]
(55)

The ∆f(%), as a function of redshift z is illustrated in
the lower panel of Fig. 2. These values are calculated
using the best-fit parameters provided in Table IX. A
positive (negative) ∆f indicates that the corresponding
IDE models shows a higher (lower) linear growth rate
of matter perturbations compared to the ΛCDM model.
Listed below are the obtained results for ∆f(%) at the
present time for both homogeneous and clustered IDE
models:

∆f(%) =



Homogenous Clustered Model

∼ −1.58% ; ∼ −0.81% IDE-I, CPL;

∼ −1.38% ; ∼ −1.08% IDE-I, wde;

∼ −0.29% ; ∼ −0.10% IDE-II, CPL;

∼ −0.19% ; ∼ −0.05% IDE-II, wde;

As illustrated in the lower panel of Fig. 2, the evolution
of the ∆f(%) value is influenced by the clustering or ho-
mogeneity of DE, as well as the choice of the parameter
for the EoS of DE. In the IDE-I model, when the param-
eter considered is CPL, the ∆f(%) value associated with

the homogeneous DE surpasses the ∆f(%) value related
to the clustered DE at z ≳ 0.53. However, if a constant
wde is assumed for the EoS, the ∆f(%)value for the ho-
mogeneous DE is smaller compared to the clustered DE.
Furthermore, in the IDE-II model, when we consider the
CPL parameterization, ∆f(%) associated with clustered
DE exceeds the value associated with homogeneous DE
at z ≲ 1.40, and the opposite behavior is observed at
z ≳ 1.40. On the other hand, if we assume a constant
value for wde, the ∆f(%) value for homogeneous DE is
larger than that for clustered DE at z ≳ 0.3.
By examining the lower panel of Fig. 2 and the upper

panel of Fig. 1, It is observed that when the ∆E of IDE
models is positive, there is a corresponding negative ∆f .
This indicates an inverse relation between the evolution
of ∆E and ∆f . In other words, an increase in ∆E leads to
a decrease in ∆f , and vice versa. Also, It is observed that
when ∆E reaches its maximum value, ∆f is minimized.
Moreover, in the left panel of Fig. 3, a comparison

is presented between the observed data points (listed in
Table V) and the theoretical prediction of the growth
rate of matter perturbations, fσ8(z), (refer to Eq.(49)
and the explanation after it). This analysis includes both
homogeneous and clustered DE scenarios within the IDE
models.

A. AIC and BIC Criteria

When comparing models, the χ2
min can be used if the

models have the same degrees of freedom. In this case,
a smaller χ2

min indicates a better fit to the observational
data. If the degrees of freedom are not equal, the reduced
chi-square statistic χ2

red = χ2
min/(N − k) can be used,

where k is the number of free parameters in the model
and N is the total number of data points. When χ2

red
is around 1, it suggests a good fit to the data. Values
significantly smaller or larger than 1 (χ2

red ≪ 1 or χ2
red ≫
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TABLE VI. The numerical results of model selection were conducted using background data for both Homogeneous (H) and
Clustered (C) Dark Energy within the context of IDE models studied in this work.(see Eq. 14).

Model EoS k χ2
min χ2

red AIC ∆AIC BIC ∆BIC

IDE-I
C CPL 6 1075.51 0.9848 1087.51 4.98 1117.51 19.97
H CPL 6 1075.10 0.9845 1087.10 4.57 1117.10 19.56

IDE-I
C wd 5 1075.92 0.9843 1085.92 3.39 1110.93 13.39
H wd 5 1075.33 0.9838 1085.33 2.82 1110.34 12.80

IDE-II
C CPL 6 1075.82 0.9851 1087.82 5.29 1117.83 20.29
H CPL 6 1075.41 0.9847 1087.41 4.88 1117.42 19.88

IDE-II
C wd 5 1075.91 0.9844 1085.91 3.38 1110.92 13.38
H wd 5 1075.45 0.9839 1085.45 2.92 1110.46 12.92

ΛCDM - - 3 1076.53 0.9840 1082.53 — 1097.54 —

TABLE VII. The numerical outcomes of model selection based on background and growth rate data jointly for both Homoge-
neous (H) and Clustered (C) Dark Energy in the context of IDE models studied in this work(see Eq. 15).

Model EoS k χ2
min χ2

red AIC ∆AIC BIC ∆BIC

IDE-I
C CPL 7 1108.25 0.9764 1122.25 3.93 1157.48 19.02
H CPL 7 1108.81 0.9769 1122.81 4.49 1158.05 19.57

IDE-I
C wd 6 1109.24 0.9764 1121.24 2.92 1151.44 12.96
H wd 6 1109.43 0.9766 1121.43 3.11 1151.63 13.15

IDE-II
C CPL 7 1108.51 0.9765 1122.51 4.19 1157.75 19.27
H CPL 7 1108.72 0.9768 1122.72 4.40 1157.95 19.47

IDE-II
C wd 6 1109.61 0.9767 1121.61 3.29 1151.81 13.33
H wd 6 1109.47 0.9766 1121.47 3.15 1151.67 13.19

ΛCDM – – 4 1110.32 0.9756 1118.32 – 1138.48 –

1) indicate that the model is not desirable and should be
discarded.

Additionally, the Akaike Information Criterion(AIC)
[127] and Bayesian Information Criterion(BIC)[128] can
be used to select the most appropriate model based on
its compatibility with the observational data. The AIC
and BIC are defined as: AIC = −2 lnLmax + 2k and
BIC = −2 lnLmax + k lnN , where Lmax represents the
maximum value of the likelihood, which is related to
χ2
min as χ2

min = −2 lnLmax. Both the AIC and BIC
consider the number of free parameters (k) and the to-
tal number of data points (N). In this case, N specifi-
cally refers to 1098 data points for the background data
and expands to 1142 when accounting for both the back-
ground and growth data jointly (see Sec. III). By cal-
culating the differences between the AIC and BIC of
models and a reference model (often chosen as the best-
fitting model), we can assess the relative support for each
model. The differences ∆AIC and ∆BIC are calculated
as follows[129, 130]:

∆AIC = AICmodel −AICΛCDM = ∆χ2
min + 2∆k (56)

∆BIC = BICmodel − BICΛCDM = ∆χ2
min +∆k(lnN)

The interpretations of these criteria suggest different lev-
els of support or evidence against a model based on the
magnitudes of ∆AIC and ∆BIC. For example, small val-
ues of ∆AIC or ∆BIC indicate substantial support or
weak evidence against the model, respectively. Larger
values of ∆BIC indicate better agreement with the ob-

servational data. In summary, the χ2
min, AIC, and BIC

are used to compare models. The choice of which crite-
rion to use depends on the degrees of freedom and the
emphasis placed on goodness of fit versus model com-
plexity. In [129], guidelines are presented to assess model
support using ∆AIC and ∆BIC. Substantial support is
given when |∆AIC| is in (0, 2], while considerably less
support is in [4, 7]. Models with |∆AIC| exceeding 10
are considered inappropriate. Similar criteria apply to
|∆BIC|, indicating weak, positive, strong, or very strong
evidence against the model. Larger ∆BIC values suggest
better consistency with the observational data.
We present the computed results in Tables (VI & VII).

These tables are obtained using the numerical values
from Tables (VIII & IX), taking into account the CPL
parametrization and a constant wde for the investigated
IDE models. Also, the analysis assumes both the homo-
geneity and clustering of DE.
According to the analysis of AIC and BIC, it can be

inferred that the selection of a model that is more consis-
tent with the observational data (including background
and growth rate data) depends on two factors: the ho-
mogeneity or clustering of DE and the EoS parameter of
DE ( Specifically, in this study, the CPL parametrization
and a constant wde). Moreover, the model selection also
depends on the dataset utilized.
For instance, if we perform AIC analysis and focus

solely on the background data, we can deduce that IDE-
I(wde) and IDE-II(wde) models demonstrate a higher
level of compatibility with the observational data com-
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TABLE VIII. The numerical outcomes of parameter fitting with a 1σ confidence level, are obtained for the IDE models examined
in this study for both Homogeneous(H) and Clustered(C) DE. These results are obtained from the combination of a dataset,
as defined in Eq. (14), which includes background dataset, BAO+ SnIa+CMB +H.

Model EoS Ωbh
2 Ωch

2 Ωm0 H0 w0 w1 ξ1

IDE-I
C CPL 0.02190+0.045

−0.052 0.1103+0.023
−0.034 0.2833+0.88

−0.93 68.34+0.721
−0.789 −0.640+0.096

−0.11 −1.61+0.604
−0.405 −0.2458+0.017

−0.034

H CPL 0.02198+0.017
−0.015 0.1074+0.016

−0.007 0.2799+0.014
−0.009 67.96+1.132

−1.713 −0.810+0.088
−0.065 −1.97+0.042

−0.085 −0.2468+0.040
−0.032

Ωbh
2 Ωch

2 Ωm0 H0 wd ξ1

IDE-I
C wd 0.0222+0.017

−0.032 0.1072+0.031
−0.015 0.2760+0.063

−0.084 68.51+0.851
−0.919 −1.102+0.063

−0.062 −0.1980+0.014
−0.016 −−

H wd 0.02091+0.002
−0.011 0.1088+0.017

−0.014 0.2790+0.023
−0.035 68.21+1.310

−1.521 −1.050+0.048
−0.043 −0.1960+0.110

−0.205 −−
Ωbh

2 Ωch
2 Ωm0 H0 w0 w1 ξ2

IDE-II
C CPL 0.02301+0.027

−0.031 0.1231+0.041
−0.052 0.2950+0.051

−0.044 70.63+0.056
−0.082 −0.830+0.041

−0.059 0.190+0.063
−0.075 −0.0260+0.008

−0.006

H CPL 0.02304+0.003
−0.008 0.1223+0.004

−0.009 0.2942+0.013
−0.017 70.71+1.515

−1.613 −0.890+0.096
−0.121 0.141+0.012

−0.025 −0.0274+0.013
−0.021

Ωbh
2 Ωch

2 Ωm0 H0 wd ξ2

IDE-II
C wd 0.01838+0.027

−0.033 0.1121+0.031
−0.064 0.2740+0.081

−0.077 69.04+0.751
−0.819 −0.878+0.071

−0.095 0.0163+0.005
−0.009 −−

H wd 0.01985+0.008
−0.009 0.1132+0.011

−0.013 0.2716+0.073
−0.095 70.03+1.642

−1.743 −0.95+0.178
−0.241 0.0180+0.003

−0.025 −−
ΛCDM −1 0.0244+0.011

−0.014 0.1249+0.006
−0.009 0.2993+0.057

−0.063 69.96+0.273
−0.284 −1 −− −−

TABLE IX. Numerical results of parameter fitting with 1σ confidence level in the IDE models investigated in this work assuming
Homogeneous (H) and Clustered (C) DE from combining the data set using Eq.(15) based on background and growth rate
data, BAO+SnIa+CMB +H+RSD.

Model EoS Ωbh
2 Ωch

2 Ωm0 H0 w0 w1 ξ1 σ8

IDE-I
C CPL 0.02131+0.011

−0.013 0.1212+0.020
−0.023 0.2931+0.063

−0.073 69.75+0.731
−0.719 −0.89+0.063

−0.095 −1.38+0.114
−0.117 −0.239+0.057

−0.058 0.830+0.087
−0.084

H CPL 0.02194+0.016
−0.024 0.1157+0.025

−0.033 0.2910+0.093
−0.085 68.80+1.212

−1.324 −0.71+0.092
−0.065 −1.76+0.322

−0.415 −0.249+0.043
−0.061 0.814+0.093

−0.086

Ωbh
2 Ωch

2 Ωm0 H0 wd ξ1 σ8

IDE-I
C wd 0.02032+0.017

−0.013 0.1050+0.011
−0.034 0.2740+0.072

−0.083 67.66+0.741
−0.719 −0.69+0.053

−0.074 −0.207+0.114
−0.117 0.809+0.137

−0.154 −−
H wd 0.01135+0.012

−0.014 0.1102+0.015
−0.013 0.2691+0.043

−0.085 67.21+1.112
−1.125 −0.61+0.028

−0.065 −0.209+0.212
−0.415 0.799+0.133

−0.161 −−
Ωbh

2 Ωch
2 Ωm0 H0 w0 w1 ξ2 σ8

IDE-II
C CPL 0.02126+0.017

−0.013 0.1204+0.027
−0.040 0.2877+0.031

−0.019 70.21+0.033
−0.073 −1.03+0.021

−0.019 0.350+0.043
−0.075 −0.028+0.034

−0.039 0.810+0.062
−0.094

H CPL 0.02178+0.016
−0.019 0.1153+0.025

−0.033 0.2813+0.083
−0.095 69.83+1.311

−1.410 −1.08+0.068
−0.095 0.381+0.212

−0.325 −0.023+0.043
−0.052 0.820+0.063

−0.082

Ωbh
2 Ωch

2 Ωm0 H0 wd ξ2 σ8

IDE-II
C wd 0.02169+0.036

−0.041 0.1112+0.041
−0.021 0.2821+0.043

−0.073 68.61+0.624
−0.879 −0.81+0.063

−0.075 0.015+0.013
−0.017 0.819+0.088

−0.091 −−
H wd 0.02068+0.016

−0.019 0.1121+0.015
−0.013 0.2835+0.063

−0.085 68.47+1.012
−1.053 −0.76+0.068

−0.085 0.013+0.012
−0.015 0.811+0.103

−0.109 −−
ΛCDM -1 0.0244+0.011

−0.014 0.1249+0.006
−0.009 0.2993+0.057

−0.063 69.96+0.273
−0.284 −1 −− 0.752+0.022

−0.022 −−

pared to the other models. This holds for both homo-
geneous and clustered DE. However, when considering
homogeneous DE, there is a slightly better agreement
with the observational data(see Table VI).

Moreover, when conducting AIC analysis and consider-
ing both the background and growth rate data simultane-
ously, it can be inferred that models IDE-I(wde) and IDE-
II(wde) show greater compatibility with the observational
data compared to the other models. This finding holds
true for both homogeneous and clustered DE. Notably,
when specifically examining clustered DE, model IDE-
I(wde) demonstrates a slightly better agreement with the
observational data in comparison to homogeneous DE
(see Table VII).

In summary, when utilizing the background data, the
AIC analysis shows that for homogeneous DE, the models
IDE-I(wd), IDE-II(wd), IDE-I(CPL), and IDE-II(CPL)
exhibit a better fit with the observational data, respec-
tively. Conversely, when considering clustered DE, the
models IDE-II(wd), IDE-I(wd), IDE-I(CPL), and IDE-
II(CPL) demonstrate better compatibility with the data

(see Table VI). Also, when using the background and
growth data jointly, the assumption of either homoge-
neous or clustered DE not only affects the fitting of the
models to the observational data but also modifies the
order in which the models fit the observational data.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

In this study, we utilized a two-step approach to in-
vestigate two well-known IDE models, considering two
distinct cases for the EoS parameter of DE (CPL param-
eterization and a constant value for wde).
Firstly, we performed an MCMC analysis to constrain

the free parameters of the models based on the latest
available background data (see Sec. III and Eq. (14)).
The results of our data analysis pertaining to the IDE
models were summarized in Table VIII. Additionally, the
left panels of Fig. 5 illustrated the confidence levels for 1σ
and 2σ constraints on the IDE models based on the back-
ground datasets. These triangular plots visually depicted
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FIG. 4. The confidence levels of the 1σ and 2σ limits for the IDE-I and IDE-II models. The upper panels depict the EoS
parameter of DE using the CPL parameterization for both IDE-I (upper left panel) and IDE-II (upper right panel) models.
The lower panels focus on the fixed EoS parameter, wd, for both IDE-I (lower left panel) and IDE-II (lower right panel) models.
These confidence levels are determined using the background dataset alone for both homogeneous (red) and clustered DE
(blue) scenarios. Additionally, the combined background and growth rate dataset is utilized for both homogeneous (cyan) and
clustered DE (green) scenarios. For more details, refer to Eqs.(14 & 15), as well as Table IX for numerical values.

the correlations between each pair of free parameters in
the models.

Following that, we utilized the best-fit values obtained
from the data analysis to investigate significant back-
ground parameters such as ∆E, q, and ∆T . These pa-
rameters were examined to compare the models with each
other as well as with the ΛCDM model.

Concerning the Hubble parameter, we concluded that
the IDE-I model, with the CPL parameterization and
a constant value for wde, exhibited negative values of
∆E(%) compared to the ΛCDM model for all redshifts.
This result is true for both homogeneous and clustered
DE scenarios (see top panel of Fig. 1). For the IDE-II
model with the same parameterization, positive values of
∆E(%) were obtained at specific redshift ranges. These
findings indicate that the cosmic expansion in the IDE
models can be either larger or smaller than the ΛCDM
model, depending on the specific model and parameters.
Additionally, a comparison between the theoretical evo-
lution of the Hubble parameter and cosmic chronometer
data was presented in the right panel of Fig. 3.

Moreover, the calculated transition time from the de-

celerated expansion phase (q > 0) to the accelerated ex-
pansion phase (q < 0) in the studied IDE models was
found to be comparable to the transition time obtained
in the ΛCDM model. This comparison is presented in
the middle panel of Fig. 1.

In addition to the previously mentioned quantities, we
also calculated the age of the Universe within each of the
IDE models. Interestingly, we observed that the age of
the Universe in the IDE-II (wde) models exhibited better
comparability to the age of the Universe in the standard
ΛCDM model, for both the homogeneous and clustered
DE scenarios. The evolution of ∆T (%) as a function of
redshift (z) is presented in the lower panel of Fig. 1.

In the subsequent step of our investigation, we focused
on matter perturbation growth in the context of IDE
models. We solved the relevant equations numerically
for both homogeneous and clustered cases of DE. To con-
strain the parameters of the IDE models, including σ8,
we performed a combined statistical analysis using back-
ground and growth rate data obtained from RSD. The
results are summarized in Table IX.

Using the best-fit values from Table IX, we analyzed
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FIG. 5. The confidence levels for 1σ and 2σ constraints on the IDE-I and IDE-2 models using different datasets. The upper left
panel shows confidence levels obtained solely from background data, while the upper right panel displays constraints obtained
by combining background and growth rate data. These upper panel constraints are presented for both homogeneous and
clustered cases of DE, assuming the equation of state (EoS) parameter of DE follows the CPL parameterization. Similarly, the
lower panels (left and right) depict constraints when the EoS parameter of DE, wd, is considered constant.

the evolution of the growth rate of matter perturbations,
f(z) and its deviation, ∆f(%) from the ΛCDM model.
The lower panel of Fig. 2 displays ∆f(%) as a func-
tion of redshift. Positive (negative) values indicate higher
(lower) growth rates compared to the ΛCDM model. The
clustering or homogeneity of DE, as well as the choice of
the parameter for the EoS of DE, influence the evolution
of ∆f(%).

In the IDE-I model with the CPL parameterization,
we concluded that the ∆f(%) value for homogeneous DE
surpasses the value for clustered DE at z ≳ 0.53. How-
ever, assuming a constant wde for the EoS, the ∆f(%)
value for homogeneous DE is smaller than that for clus-
tered DE. Also, In the IDE-II model with the CPL pa-
rameterization, the ∆f(%) value related to the clustered
DE exceeds the value for homogeneous DE at z ≲ 1.40,
while the opposite behavior is observed at z ≳ 1.40. As-
suming a constant wde, the ∆f(%) value for homoge-
neous DE is larger than that for clustered DE at z ≳ 0.3.

Following that, a comparison was conducted between
the growth rate data (Table V) and the theoretical pre-
diction of the growth rate, fσ8(z). we observed that the
IDE models demonstrated good compatibility with the

growth rate data (refer to the left panel of Fig. 3). Ad-
ditionally, in panels of Figs. 4 and 5 , we illustrated the
confidence levels representing the 1σ and 2σ constraints
on the IDE models for both homogeneous and clustered
DE. These constraints were determined through an anal-
ysis of background and growth rate data.

Eventually, the analysis of AIC and BIC revealed that
the selection of a model consistent with the observa-
tional data depended on the homogeneity or clustering
of DE and the EoS parameter of DE (specifically, CPL
parametrization and a constant wde). The choice of
dataset also influenced the model selection.

For background data analysis alone, IDE-I(wde) and
IDE-II(wde) models demonstrated higher compatibility
with the observational data, regardless of homogeneity
or clustering of DE. However, homogeneous DE showed
slightly better agreement with the data.

Considering both background and growth rate data,
IDE-I(wde) and IDE-II(wde) models exhibited greater
compatibility with the observational data for both homo-
geneous and clustered DE. However, IDE-I(wde) showed
slightly better agreement with the data in the case of
clustered DE.
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In summary, when utilizing the background data, the
AIC analysis indicated that for homogeneous DE, the
models IDE-I(wd), IDE-II(wd), IDE-I(CPL), and IDE-
II(CPL) provided a better fit with the observational data,
respectively. In adition, for the clustered DE, the models
IDE-II(wd), IDE-I(wd), IDE-I(CPL), and IDE-II(CPL)

demonstrated better compatibility with the data (see Ta-
ble VI). Also, when using the background and growth
data jointly, the assumptions of homogeneity or cluster-
ing of DE not only affected the model fitting to the data
but also modified the order in which the models fit the
observational data (see Table VII).
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