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Abstract

In the present work we analyze two different models of interaction between dark energy and dark

matter, also known as vacuum decay models or Λ(t)CDM models. In both models, when the H0

parameter is constrained by the Planck distance priors, its value is compatible with a higher value

of H0, in agreement with SH0ES data, while simultaneously reducing the values of Ωm and Ωb. In

both models, we find H0 = 73.1 ± 0.86 at 68% c.l. by combining Planck+SH0ES data. We also

find the decay parameter to be ε = 0.0197+0.0032
−0.0027 for one model and ε = 0.0203 ± 0.0034 for the

other one. From these analyses, a noninteracting model is excluded at least at 6σ c.l.! This shows

that these types of models are promising in solving or at least alleviating the H0 tension problem.

Our analysis also shows a preference for the decay of vacuum into dark matter, in agreement to

thermodynamic analyses.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The ΛCDM model (formed by a Cold Dark Matter component plus a cosmological con-

stant Λ) is currently the most widely accepted cosmological model to describe the evolution

of the Universe, due to its ability to accurately describe key observational data, such as

the cosmic microwave background (CMB) power spectrum and the accelerated expansion of

the Universe. However, despite its success, the ΛCDM model faces several challenges, both

theoretical and observational. Among these are the cosmological constant problem or Dark

Energy (DE) problem, the nature of Dark Matter (DM), the coincidence problem and more

recently the Hubble tension.

The cosmological constant problem arises from the discrepancy between theoretical pre-

dictions of vacuum energy from quantum field theory and the observed value of the vacuum

energy density. Quantum Field Theory in curved spacetime predicts a vacuum energy density

that is approximately 120 orders of magnitude larger than what is inferred from astronomical

observations. This vast difference between the theoretical prediction and the observationally

inferred value remains one of the greatest unsolved problems in modern Cosmology [1, 2].

Another profound mystery in modern Cosmology is the nature of DM. Although it consti-

tutes approximately 27% of the total mass-energy content of the Universe, dark matter does

not interact with electromagnetic radiation, making it invisible to current detection meth-

ods. Its presence is inferred primarily through its gravitational effects, such as the rotation

curves of galaxies and gravitational lensing. Despite extensive efforts to directly detect dark

matter particles, their exact nature remains elusive. The coincidence problem, on the other

hand, refers to the seemingly peculiar fact that the current densities associated with the

DE or vacuum energy and DM are of the same order of magnitude, despite having evolved

very differently throughout the history of the Universe. In the early Universe, the density of

matter was vastly greater than that of dark energy. As the Universe expanded, dark matter

density diluted, while dark energy remained constant. The challenge is to explain why, out

of all possible epochs, we observe the Universe at a time when these densities appear so

closely aligned [3].

In this work, however, we focus on another significant cosmological issue: the Hubble

tension [4]. Early estimates of the Hubble constant (H0), which describes the current ex-

pansion rate of the Universe, varied considerably. During the 1960s and 1970s, measurements
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ranged from 50 km/s/Mpc to 100 km/s/Mpc, mainly due to the limitations in observational

techniques at that time. In the 1990s, the Hubble Space Telescope provided more precise es-

timates of H0, leading to a period of significant improvement in measurements. The SH0ES

(Supernovae, H0 for the Dark Energy Equation of State) Program further refined the value

of the H0 through detailed analyses of parallax measurements, Cepheid variable stars, grav-

itational lensing, and Type Ia supernovae (SNe Ia). The SH0ES team determined H0 to be

74.2 ± 3.6 km/s/Mpc [5], with subsequent studies improving the precision to 73.17 ± 0.86

km/s/Mpc [6]. This value will be referred to as the SH0ES H0. In contrast, the Planck

satellite mission, operated by the European Space Agency (ESA), used a different approach

to measure the expansion rate of the Universe. By analyzing data from the CMB in combi-

nation with baryon acoustic oscillation (BAO) data, the Planck team derived a lower value

of H0 = 67.4± 0.5 km/s/Mpc [7], which we refer to as the Planck H0.

The discrepancy between the SH0ES and Planck measurements of H0 has sparked a

significant debate within the cosmology community, as both values are derived from highly

robust and independent datasets. The SH0ES estimate is based on local or low-redshift

observations, while the Planck value stems from early or high-redshift Universe data, under

the assumption of the ΛCDM model. This discrepancy has now reached a 5.8σ significance

level, posing a serious challenge to the ΛCDM framework. Since systematic errors have

not been able to account for this tension, various theoretical models have been proposed

to resolve the issue. These include modifications such as models with additional degrees of

freedom in the dark energy sector, and other alternative cosmological proposals [8].

In the present paper we are interested to investigate the Hubble tension in a special class

of DE models, namely models with a time-varying Λ, also known as vacuum-decay models

[9–19]. In such models, some ad hoc time dependence for Λ(t) is assumed or can also be

derived from Quantum Mechanical arguments or by geometrical motivations.

The paper is organized as follows. We describe the Friedmann equations with a time-

dependent Λ(t)-term in Section II, where we also obtain analytical solutions for H(z) in

different classes of models. In Section III, we constrain the parameters of the models using

CMB and H0 from SH0ES. In the analysis, we consider separately the constraints on H0

from Planck and SH0ES. Finally, we present our conclusions and final remarks in Section

IV.
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II. COSMOLOGICAL EQUATIONS FOR A VARYING Λ TERM

From the cosmological principle, which assures that the spatial distribution of matter

in the Universe is uniformly homogeneous and isotropic when viewed on large scale, the

Einstein field equations leads to the so-called Friedmann equations, given by:

H2 =
8πGρT

3
− k

a2
, (1)

ä

a
= −4πG

3
(ρT + 3pT ), (2)

where ρT is the total energy density of the Universe, pT is the total pressure and k is the

spatial curvature, which we assume to be zero from now on. Taking into account different

contributions to ρT and pT , they are given by:

ρT = ρM + ρΛ + ρr, (3)

pT = pΛ + pr = −ρΛ +
1

3
ρr (4)

where ρM = ρd+ ρb corresponds to the sum of dark matter energy density (ρd) plus baryons

energy density (ρb)), which are both pressureless (pM = 0), ρΛ corresponds to the time-

varying Λ(t)-term, (with pΛ = −ρΛ) and ρr corresponds to radiation, (with pr =
1
3
ρr). The

continuity equations may be written as:

ρ̇b + 3Hρb = 0, (5)

ρ̇r + 4Hρr = 0, (6)

ρ̇d + 3Hρd = Q, (7)

ρ̇Λ = −Q, (8)

where Q is the interaction term between pressureless matter and vacuum. Eqs. (5) and (6)

promptly yield the standard result ρb = ρb0a
−3 and ρr = ρr0a

−4. In order to solve for ρd

and ρΛ, however, we need the explicity form of the interaction term Q. Since we knows that

baryons and dark matter share the same equation of state (EOS), one might also write:

ρ̇M + 3HρM = Q (9)

for the total pressureless matter.
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In the present work we will study two possible interaction terms, namely Q = 3εHρΛ

(Model I) and Q = 3εaHρΛ (Model II). Thus, one could summarize both interaction terms

in one equation:

Q = 3εanHρΛ (10)

where n = 0 or n = 1 for the Models I and II, respectively. Model I is interesting for

dimensional reasons, as the interaction term has dimensions ∝ Hρ. Model II is interesting

because it corresponds to an exponential decay of Λ with respect to the scale factor, as we

shall see below. In the following subsections, we study each of these cases separately.

A. Model I: Q = 3εHρΛ class of models

This model has already been studied by [20–22], in the context of a dark energy with a

constant equation of state. In this case, by replacing n = 0 in Eq. (10), Eq. (8) can be

written as:

ρ̇Λ = −3εHρΛ (11)

By changing to scale factor derivatives by using the relation d
dt

= ȧ d
da

= aH d
da
, it can be

written as:

ρ′Λ(a) = −3ερΛ(a)

a
(12)

where ′ means d
da
. This equation can easily be solved to:

ρΛ = ρΛ0a
−3ε (13)

where ρΛ0 is the current value of Λ density. This coincides with the so-called Generalized

Chen-Wu model, where Λ ∝ a−n [23, 24]. By replacing Eq. (13) in Eq. (9), and changing

to scale factor derivatives, we find:

ρ′M(a) = −3ρM
a

+ 3ερΛ0a
−1−3ε . (14)

This equation can be solved to:

ρM(a) =

(
ρM0 −

ερΛ0
1− ε

)
a−3 +

ερΛ0
1− ε

a−3ε . (15)

By replacing (13) and (15) in Friedmann equation (1) and changing to redshift z, we find

H2 = H2
0

[(
ΩM − εΩΛ

1− ε

)
(1 + z)3 +

ΩΛ(1 + z)3ε

1− ε
+ Ωr(1 + z)4

]
(16)
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where Ωi ≡ 8πGρi0
3H2

0
are the current density parameters and the normalization condition reads:

ΩM + ΩΛ + Ωr = 1 . (17)

B. Model II: Q = 3εaHρΛ class of models

In this case, n = 1 in Eq. (10) and Eq. (8) can be solved to:

ρΛ = ρΛ∗e
−3εa (18)

where

ρΛ∗ ≡ ρΛ0e
3ε (19)

As one may see, Eq. (18) corresponds to an exponential decay of Λ with respect to

the scale factor. This model has already been proposed by Rajeev [25]. Although being

proposed decades ago, it has never been tested against observations, as we shall test below.

Replacing (18) and (19) into Eq. (9) and solving, we find:

ρM =
ρM0

a3
+

ρΛ0
9ε3a3

[
P (ε)− P (εa)e3ε(1−a)

]
, (20)

where the cubic polynomial P (x) is defined as:

P (x) ≡ 9x3 + 9x2 + 6x+ 2 . (21)

By replacing (18) and (20) together with radiation term into Friedmann equation (2) we

find:

H2 =
8πG

3

{ρM0

a3
+

ρΛ0
9ε3a3

[
P (ε)− P (εa)e3ε(1−a)

]
+ ρΛ0e

3ε(1−a) + ρr0a
−4
}

(22)

or:

H2 =
8πG

3

{ρM0

a3
+

ρΛ0
9ε3a3

[
P (ε)−Q(εa)e3ε(1−a)

]
+ ρr0a

−4
}
, (23)

where Q(x) is the quadratic polynomial:

Q(x) ≡ P (x)− 9x3 = 9x2 + 6x+ 2 . (24)

Dividing (23) by H2
0 , we find:

E2 ≡ H2

H2
0

=
ΩM

a3
+

ΩΛ

9ε3a3
[
P (ε)−Q(εa)e3ε(1−a)

]
+ Ωra

−4 , (25)
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where Ωi ≡ 8πGρi0
3H2

0
are the current density parameters and the normalization condition reads:

ΩM + ΩΛ + Ωr = 1 . (26)

In terms of z, we have:

E(z)2 = ΩM(1 + z)3 +
ΩΛ(1 + z)3

9ε3

[
P (ε)−Q

(
ε

1 + z

)
e

3εz
1+z

]
+ Ωr(1 + z)4 . (27)

III. ANALYSIS AND RESULTS

In order to keep the analysis as simple as possible, we chose to work only with a prior

over H0 from SH0ES and the distance priors from Planck 2018.

In Ref. [6], the SH0ES collaboration were able to improve the cosmic distance ladder

by calibrating the period-luminosity relation with photometric measurements of 88 Cepheid

variables in the core of the Small Magellanic Cloud. With this analysis, they were able to

increase the foundation of the cosmic distance ladder from three to four calibrating galaxies,

thereby obtaining a combined result of H0 = 73.17 ± 0.86 km/s/Mpc. With this result, as

explained by [6], the local measurement of H0 based on Cepheids and Type Ia Supernovae

shows a 5.8σ tension with the value inferred from CMB in the context of a ΛCDM cosmology,

H0 = 67.4± 0.5 km/s/Mpc [7].

Here, instead of working with the full CMB power spectrum, we work simply with the

so-called distance priors from Planck [26], which consist on three cosmological quantities

obtained from the Planck 2018 Monte Carlo chains and, as shown by [26], result in approxi-

mately the same constraints from the full spectrum, in the context of flat ΛCDM, OΛCDM

and flat XCDM.

In all analyses we have assumed a flat prior over the free parameters: Ωm ∈ [0, 1],

H0 ∈ [10, 100] km/s/Mpc, Ωb ∈ [0, 1] and ε ∈ [0, 1]. It is important to mention that we have

also allowed for a negative range for ε. However, as we shall see below, this range will not

be favoured when combining the prior distance constraints with the SH0ES H0 prior.

In Fig. 1 it is showed the results for Model I (Q = 3εHρΛ). As one can see from this

Figure, concerning the CMB constraints, there are strong degeneracies in the H0 − Ωm,

H0 − Ωb and Ωm − Ωb planes. These degeneracies vanish when the constraint over H0 from

SH0ES is included. When one looks into the ε CMB constraints, one may see that ε has

negative correlations with Ωm and Ωb and a positive correlation with H0. When the SH0ES
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FIG. 1: Triangular plot of parameters, with data from Planck 2018 distance priors and SH0ES H0,

for Model I (with Q = 3εHρΛ). The contours correspond to 68% and 95% c.l.

H0 constraint is included, we may see that a positive value for ε is favoured. Given the

correlations mentioned before, it indicates that lower values of Ωm and Ωb are favoured,

while a higher value of H0 is favoured, thus solving the H0 tension. Finally, looking to the

ε posterior distributions, one may see that alone, CMB does not yield a lower limit to ε,

while it is quite constrained when the SH0ES prior is included.

In Fig. 2, we have the constraints for Model II (Q = 3εaHρΛ). As one can see from this

Figure, the constraints over the free parameters are quite similar to Model I. We may see

strong degeneracies in the CMB constraints in the H0 − Ωm, H0 − Ωb and Ωm − Ωb planes,
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FIG. 2: Triangular plot of parameters, with data from Planck 2018 distance priors and SH0ES H0.

For Q = 3εaHρΛ The contours correspond to 68% and 95% c.l.

which vanish when the SH0ES constraint is included. ε has negative correlations with Ωm

and Ωb and positive correlation with H0. The inclusion of the SH0ES constraint favours

ε > 0, therefore, due to these correlations, it also favours lower values for Ωm and Ωb and

a higher value for H0, also solving the H0 tension. Again, the CMB constraint over ε does

not yield an inferior limit to this parameter, while ε is quite constrained when including the

H0 from SH0ES.

In Tab. I, we quantify the results for both models, showing the mean values and cor-

responding uncertainties for each free parameter. As one may see, all parameters were
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Parameter Q = 3εHρΛ Q = 3εaHρΛ

Ωm 0.254 ± 0.0082+0.017
−0.016 0.258 ± 0.0078+0.016

−0.015

Ωb 0.0419 ± 0.0010+0.0021
−0.0020 0.0419 ± 0.0010+0.0021

−0.0020

H0 73.1 ± 0.86 ± 1.7 73.1 ± 0.86 ± 1.7

ε 0.0197+0.0032
−0.0027

+0.0055
−0.0063 0.0203 ± 0.0034+0.0066

−0.0069

TABLE I: Mean values of the free parameters from the CMB+SH0ES analysis, together with the

1σ and 2σ c.l. intervals, for the Λ(t)CDM models with the different interaction terms Q studied

here.

quite constrained with this simple analysis. If we compare with the results from Planck,

Ωm = 0.3153 ± 0.0073, Ωb = 0.04930 ± 0.00086 and H0 = 67.36 ± 0.54 km/s/Mpc, we see

that Ωm and Ωb are lower than the value expected from ΛCDM model, while H0 is higher,

in agreement with the correlations discussions that we have made above. This happens for

both Models I and II. In fact, both models have exactly the same results for Ωb and H0 and

have similar results for the other parameters.

It is interesting to mention that the value for ε = 0.0197+0.0032
−0.0027 for Model I excludes a

noninteracting model with ∼ 7.3σ c.l. The situation for a noninteracting model is slightly

alleviated when compared to Model II: ε = 0.0203±0.0034 excludes a noninteracting model

at ∼ 6σ.

There are some analyses available in the literature concerning Model I. Bernui et al. [27]

analyse a model similar to Model I, as they assume a dark energy with EOS w = −0.9999.

By comparing the model with Planck data only, they find ε = −0.43+0.28
−0.21

1 and H0 = 71.7+2.3
−2.7

km/s/Mpc at 68% c.l. By comparing the model with Planck+transversal BAO+H0, they

find ε = −0.58± 0.11 and H0 = 73.99± 0.88 km/s/Mpc at 68% c.l. The H0 values obtained

from [27] are compatible with our analysis. The value they have obtained, however, for the

ε parameter are incompatible with our analysis and also indicates a decay of DM into DE,

differently of what we obtained here, that is, a decay of Λ into DM. The possible reasons

for this difference is the fact that they have made an analysis with DE perturbation, which

does not make sense for our model, as Λ is expected to be smooth. They also have used

different data from the current analysis, that is, the full Planck CMB power spectrum and

1 Their parameter ξ corresponds to ε from our analysis.
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transversal BAO data.

IV. CONCLUSION

We have analysed the Hubble tension within the context of dark energy models with a

time-varying cosmological constant, specifically vacuum decay models. The results obtained

in this work show that vacuum decay models Λ(t)CDM, with interaction between dark

matter and the cosmological parameter, are promising in addressing the Hubble H0 tension.

Our results show that vacuum decay models, where the cosmological term Λ varies over

time, can reconcile the H0 estimates, providing higher values in alignment with the SH0ES

data. In both models, the H0 parameter is not well constrained by CMB alone. However,

when the constraint over H0 from SH0ES is added, H0 is quite limited to a higher value,

at the same time that the parameter ε, which describes the interaction between matter and

vacuum, is constrained to a positive value, which indicates a decay from the latter to the

former. From a thermodynamic point of view it is well known that this is the preferred

direction of decay, as it does not demand a non-vanishing chemical potential in the dark

sector [20]. This suggests that the energy flow from vacuum to matter is compatible with a

higher H0, while simultaneously reducing Ωm and Ωb. Thus, we see that within the context

of interacting models as presented here, a solution to the H0 tension is possible, once that

the H0 values estimated by SH0ES and Planck priors are now compatible.
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