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We employ a linear stability analysis approach to explore the dynamics of matter

and curvature-driven dark energy interactions within the framework of two types of

viable f(R) gravity models. The interaction is modeled via a source term in the

continuity equations, Q = αρ̃m

(
3H3

κ2ρcurv
+ κ2

3H ρcurv

)
. Our results reveal significant

modifications to the fixed points and their stability criteria compared to traditional

f(R) gravity analyses without matter-curvature coupling. We identify constraints

on model and coupling parameters necessary for critical point stability, illustrating

how the interaction influences cosmic dynamics within specific parameter ranges.

The findings are consistent with observed cosmic evolution, supporting stable late-

time acceleration. Moreover, we highlight the coupling parameter’s potential role in

addressing the cosmic coincidence problem.

I. INTRODUCTION

Observations of Type Ia supernovae, specifically their redshifts and luminosity distances

[1, 2], provided compelling evidence that the universe transitioned from a phase of decelera-

tion to one of accelerated expansion in its late-time evolution. This groundbreaking discovery

has been corroborated by additional findings, including the temperature anisotropies ob-

served in the cosmic microwave background data from the WMAP mission [3, 4], and the

detection of baryon acoustic oscillations [5]. Within the framework of general relativity, this

acceleration is attributed to the presence of an elusive component of energy density exhibit-

ing negative pressure, commonly known as Dark Energy. Origin and nature of dark energy
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which are crucial to cosmic dynamics, remain a mystery in cosmology. In contrast, evidence

for the existence of non-luminous matter, termed Dark Matter (DM), comes from various

astrophysical observations, including the rotation curves of spiral galaxies [6], gravitational

lensing [7], the Bullet Cluster [8], and other colliding galaxy clusters. This matter interacts

gravitationally, revealing its presence indirectly. Experiments such as WMAP [4] and Planck

[9] have shown that dark energy (DE) and dark matter (DM) together constitute about 96%

of the universe’s total energy density today, with dark matter playing a significant role in

the cosmic structure formation.

Einstein initially introduced the cosmological constant, Λgµν , to support a static universe,

but discarded it after Hubble’s expansion discovery. In the late 20th century, as cosmic ac-

celeration was observed, it regained attention, leading to the Λ-CDM model, where CDM

stands for cold dark matter. However, this model faces the coincidence [10] and fine-tuning

problems [11], prompting the exploration of alternative dark energy models. Dark energy

models modify Einstein’s field equations by introducing a scalar field distinct from matter

and radiation, such as quintessence [12–20] and k-essence [21–33]. Other models, such as

f(R) gravity [34–43], scalar-tensor theories, and braneworld models, modify the geometric

structure of Einstein’s equations to explain cosmic acceleration. These models often assume

a homogeneous and isotropic universe described by the FLRW metric, though some consider

inhomogeneous universes with perturbed FLRW metrics [44].

Dynamical systems methods are essential for investigating cosmic evolution in general

cosmological models and analyzing specific cosmological solutions. Recent reviews have

applied these techniques to evaluate the stability of various scalar field dark energy models

[45–49], as well as in the context of f(R) gravity [50–67]. A thorough exploration of dy-

namical systems in f(R) gravity theories has been conducted in studies such as [66, 68–70],

aiming to identify models that accurately represent cosmological evolution. These efforts

have led to the development of cosmologically viable f(R) gravity models, where the dy-

namics, governed by the Ricci scalar R, drive cosmic acceleration without the need for a

cosmological constant or additional dark energy fields. These models also respect local

gravity constraints and observational limits (as detailed in [50–52]).
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In this work, we explore the impact of curvature-driven dark energy interactions with

dark matter on cosmological acceleration predictions within viable f(R) gravity models,

comparing them to non-interacting cases. f(R) gravity theories with minimal matter cou-

pling [34–38] are governed by an action comprising a modified geometric term (R → f(R))

and a usual matter term, with gµν ensuring minimal coupling to geometry. Modified field

equation takes the standard form of Gµν = 8πGT
(tot)
µν , where Gµν is the Einstein tensor and

T
(tot)
µν = T

(M)
µν + T

(curv)
µν . The curvature term T

(curv)
µν , derived from f(R) and its derivatives,

vanishes for f(R) = R, restoring Einstein gravity. The matter term T
(M)
µν scales the usual

energy-momentum tensor T̃µν by F (R)−1 (where, F (R) = df
dR

). T
(curv)
µν represents a stress-

energy tensor for a curvature part, while T µν adjusts the matter and radiation tensor to

incorporate f(R) modifications. In the FLRW background, conservation of T
(tot)
µν leads to a

continuity equation linking the energy density and pressure of the combined fluid (radiation,

matter, and curvature). Source terms may appear in individual sector equations, provided

the total fluid conservation remains intact. We assume radiation is decoupled from matter

and curvature, with interactions between matter and curvature introducing a source term Q

in their continuity equations, carrying opposite signs. Q represents the energy exchange rate

between the two sectors. Prior work [66, 71, 72] defined Q as proportional to the product of

matter density and the Hubble parameter. Here, we refine it to Q = αρ̃m

(
3H3

κ2ρcurv
+ κ2

3H
ρcurv

)
.

where α is the coupling strength, and ρ̃m and ρcurv are the energy densities of matter and

curvature, respectively.

Curvature-matter interactions introduce the coupling parameter α, which, along with

f(R) parameters, significantly impacts the evolution equations and dynamics in the coupled

scenario. Using dynamical analysis, we investigated matter-curvature interactions in viable

f(R) models by deriving autonomous equations, identifying fixed points, and analyzing

their stability, crucial for understanding cosmic evolution. We studied two f(R) models:

the generalized Λ-CDM model, f(R) = (Rb −Λ)c with c ⩾ 1 and bc ≈ 1, and the power-law

model, f(R) = R− γRn with γ > 0 and 0 < n < 1, both capable of driving cosmic acceler-

ation while remaining viable. Stability of fixed points depends on parameters like (b, c), n

and α. Choosing these parameters values, we found that the critical point’s nature switched

from saddle to stable and vice versa, highlighting the importance of analyzing the parameter

space of each model with interactions. We investigate the impact of curvature-driven dark
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energy on different phases of cosmic evolution. This includes examining the evolution of the

matter-to-curvature energy density ratio (rmc) and deceleration parameters. Evolution of

rmc parameter reveals how curvature and matter dominance shift throughout cosmic history,

while q offers detailed insights into the kinematics of the evolution. Our findings suggest

that all models eventually converge to the Λ-CDM model in the far future, highlighting the

scenarios possible within the context of matter-curvature interactions.

The paper is structured as follows: In Sec. [II], we present the theoretical framework for

the interaction between curvature and matter in a flat FLRW metric. Sec. [III] formulates

the autonomous equations of the dynamical system, incorporating matter-curvature-driven

dark energy interactions in f(R) gravity, and discusses the two f(R) models considered.

We analyze the fixed points and their stability for each model and explore the impact of

curvature-driven dark energy on cosmic evolution, along with the effect of the coupling

parameter in addressing the cosmic coincidence problem in both models. In Sec. [IV] we

present the conclusions of this study.

II. FRAMEWORK FOR ANALYZING CURVATURE-MATTER

INTERACTIONS IN f(R) GRAVITY

Action corresponding to minimal curvature-matter coupling in the context of f(R) gravity

can be written as,

S =
1

2κ2

∫
d4x

√
−gf(R) +

∫
d4x LM(gµν , ϕM) , (1)

In this expression, κ2 = 8πG, f(R) represents a general function of the Ricci scalar R, and

LM , referred to as the matter Lagrangian, describes the Lagrangian density for the universe’s

radiation and matter components (including baryonic matter and cold dark matter (CDM)).

The determinant of the space-time metric tensor gµν is denoted by g. In metric formalism,

varying this action with respect to the metric tensor gµν yields the corresponding modified

field equations as follows:

F (R)Rµν −
1

2
gµνf(R) + gµν□F (R)−∇µ∇νF (R) = κ2T̃ (M)

µν . (2)
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In this context, F (R) ≡ df
dR

, and T̃
(M)
µν represents the stress-energy tensor for the radiation

and matter components, expressed as:

T̃ (M)
µν ≡ − 2√

−g

δ(
√
−gLM)

δ(gµν)
. (3)

Eq. (2) can be rewritten as

Gµν ≡ Rµν −
1

2
Rgµν = κ2

(
T (M)
µν + T (curv)

µν

)
≡ κ2T (tot)

µν , (4)

where, Gµν denotes Einstein tensor and

T (curv)
µν ≡ 1

κ2F

[
1

2
(f −RF )gµν + (∇µ∇ν − gµν□)F

]
(5)

and T (M)
µν ≡ 1

F
T̃ (M)
µν (6)

In the revised form, the modified field eqn. (4) represents a FLRW universe containing

a fluid, with the complete energy-momentum tensor given as T
(tot)
µν ≡ T

(M)
µν + T

(curv)
µν . The

influence of the function f(R) is apparent in both components T
(curv)
µν and T

(M)
µν , which

together constitute T
(tot)
µν . The component T

(curv)
µν depends exclusively on f(R) and its higher

derivatives, becoming zero when f(R) = R. This term effectively acts as the stress-energy

tensor, representing a fluid-like description of the curvature function f(R). On the other

hand, the component T
(M)
µν is obtained by rescaling T̃

(M)
µν with a functional multiplier 1

F
,

which reduces to unity when f(R) = R. This represents the modified stress-energy tensor

for matter and radiation, accounting for gravitational modifications introduced by f(R).

In a flat FLRW spacetime background, modeling matter and radiation as a perfect fluid

leads to the (unmodified) stress-energy tensor T̃
(M)
µν being diagonal, with its components

determined entirely by the combined energy densities (ρ̃m + ρ̃r) of dark matter (ρ̃m) and

radiation (ρ̃r), along with the radiation pressure P̃r = ρ̃r/3. The matter component is

treated as non-relativistic, pressureless dust. Consequently, the modified stress-energy tensor

T
(M)
µν = 1

F
T̃

(M)
µν corresponds to a fluid with energy density (ρm + ρr) and pressure Pr, where

(ρr, ρm, Pr) ≡
(

ρ̃r
F
, ρ̃m

F
, P̃r

F

)
. It is crucial to highlight that ρi and Pr (for i = r,m) remain

positive due to the inherent positivity of (ρ̃i, P̃r) and the requirement that F > 0, which is a

necessary condition for any cosmologically viable f(R) model. Based on these considerations,

the modified field equation (4) leads to the following modified versions of the Friedmann

equations for the ‘00’ and ‘ii’ components, respectively:
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H2 =
κ2

3

[
ρr + ρm + ρcurv

]
(7)

Ḣ +H2 = −κ2

6

[
ρr + ρm + ρcurv + 3(Pr + Pcurv)

]
(8)

Hubble parameter (H) ≡ ȧ/a and a is the scale factor of FLRW metric. Expression for

curvature energy density (ρcurv) and pressure (Pcurv) are,

ρcurv ≡ 1

κ2F

(
RF − f

2
− 3HṘF ′

)
(9)

Pcurv ≡ 1

κ2F

(
Ṙ2F ′′ + 2HṘF ′ + R̈F ′ +

1

2
(f −RF )

)
(10)

Here, ′ and ′′ correspond to the higher derivative in respect to R. In a flat FLRW spacetime,

eqn. (5) implies that the stress-energy tensor T curv
µν , associated with the curvature fluid,

behaves like that of an ideal fluid. The energy density and pressure, ρcurv and Pcurv, are

defined in eqs. (9) and (10), respectively. Additionally, eqn. (7) can be reformulated as:

Ωr + Ωm + Ωcurv = 1 (11)

Parameters Ωr, Ωm and Ωcurv denote the modified density parameters, expressed as fol-

lows:

Ωr ≡
κ2ρr
3H2

=
κ2ρ̃r
3FH2

, Ωm ≡ κ2ρm
3H2

=
κ2ρ̃m
3FH2

, Ωcurv ≡
κ2ρcurv
3H2

(12)

It is important to note that for the special case where f(R) = R (F = 1, F ′ = F ′′ = 0),

we have ρcurv = 0 and Pcurv = 0. In this scenario, the energy density and pressure of

radiation are given by (ρi, Pr) = (ρ̃i, P̃r). This leads to the modified Friedmann eqs. (7) and

(8) reducing to the standard Friedmann equations.

By taking the divergence of both sides of equation (4) and applying Bianchi’s identity, we

obtain the conservation equation for the total stress-energy tensor. Conservation equation

for the total stress-energy tensor is derived by taking the divergence of both sides of eqn.

(4) and applying Bianchi’s identity with T tot
µν = T

(M)
µν + T curv

µν :

∇µT tot
µν = ∇µ

(
T (M)
µν + T (curv)

µν

)
= 0 (13)

In the FLRW spacetime, eqn. (13) assumes the form of a continuity equation for the

total fluid, where the total energy density is defined as ρtot ≡ ρr + ρm + ρcurv and the total

pressure as Ptot ≡ Pr + Pcurv,
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ρ̇tot + 3Hρtot(1 + ωtot) = 0 (14)

In this context, the total equation of state (EoS) parameter, defined as ωtot ≡ Ptot/ρtot,

characterizes the composite sectors, which include radiation, matter, and curvature. Al-

though the total stress-energy tensor T
(tot)
µν is conserved, this conservation does not hold

for the individual components T
(curv)
µν and T

(M)
µν . The latter further divides into the sub-

components for radiation, T
(r)
µν , and matter, T

(m)
µν . This lack of separate conservation enables

interactions between the matter and curvature sectors.

Considering that the radiation component has a negligible effect during the later stages

of cosmic evolution, we assume no interactions between radiation and the matter-curvature

sectors, while allowing for interactions between the matter and curvature sectors. Based

on these assumptions, we interpret the conservation eqn. (13) as a system of equations:

(a) ∇µT
(r)
µν = 0, (b) ∇µT

(m)
µν = −∇µT

(curv)
µν ≡ −Qν ̸= 0, These equations together ensure

the total stress-energy tensor T
(tot)
µν is conserved. In FLRW spacetime, equation (a) implies

ρ̇r+4Hρr = 0 and ρr ∼ a−4, while equation set (b) corresponds to non-conservation equations

of the form:

ρ̇m + 3Hρm = −Q (15)

ρ̇curv + 3H (ρcurv + Pcurv) = Q (16)

Based on these considerations, we propose formulating the conservation equation as a system

of equations with a source term Q, which represents a time-dependent function quantifying

the rate of energy exchange between the curvature and matter sectors, thus encapsulating

their interactions.

The interaction between dark matter and curvature-driven dark energy can be introduced

either at the Lagrangian level, guided by field-theoretic principles, or at the phenomeno-

logical level by defining the non-zero source term Q (in eqs. (15) and (16)) in terms of

appropriate cosmological quantities. In this work, we adopt the phenomenological approach

and specify Q as: Q = αρ̃m

(
3H3

κ2ρcurv
+ κ2

3H
ρcurv

)
. Dimensionless coupling parameter α is
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introduced to maintain dimensional consistency in both equations. In this context, it is

worth mentioning that a previous study [66, 71, 72] investigated the impact of interaction

using a source term that depended solely on a combination of the energy densities of the

matter and curvature sectors, the Hubble parameter, and the coupling constant. Building

on this framework, our selected form of the source term exhibits distinct scaling behavior

across cosmic epochs, making it useful for explaining the radiation-to-dark energy tran-

sition. During the radiation-dominated era, the term (H3/ρcurv) dominates and scales as

(1+z)6, ensuring minimal interaction influence on radiation while allowing energy exchange

between matter and curvature. In the matter-dominated era, the interaction facilitates

a gradual transfer of energy from matter to curvature. As the universe enters the dark

energy-dominated phase, the second term (Hρcurv) governs, sustaining curvature dominance

and driving cosmic acceleration. This scaling behavior ensures the coupling term adapts

dynamically across different epochs, transferring energy between matter and curvature, and

providing a unified framework to model cosmic evolution.

We impose ρcurv > 0 to interpret it as curvature’s fluid-equivalent energy density, restrict-

ing f(R) models to RF − f > 6HṘF ′ as shown in eqn. (9). This constrains α, as ρcurv

depends on Q as mentioned in eqn. (16). The modified density parameters Ωr, Ωm, and

Ωcurv remain positive and satisfy eqn. (11). Varying 0 ≤ Ωm ≤ 1 explores curvature-matter

interactions, imposing constraints on model parameters. Accelerating phase (ä > 0) requires

ωtot < −1/3 as given in eqn. (8). ωtot, influenced by F (R) and its derivatives via ρcurv and

Pcurv as given in eqns. (15), (16), allows −1 < ωtot < −1/3 for non-phantom dark energy,

with α and F (R) parameters consistent with late-time dark energy dynamics.

III. DYNAMICAL ANALYSIS OF f(R) MODELS WITH

CURVATURE-MATTER COUPLINGS

A. Construction of Autonomous equations

We use dynamical analysis to investigate curvature-matter interactions in cosmologically

viable f(R) gravity models. In this subsection, we present the set of autonomous equations

formulated in terms of basic dynamical variables, which define the cosmological evolution
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in this framework, laying the foundation for the subsequent dynamical analysis.

Dynamical variables can be defined as,

X1 = − Ḟ

HF
, X2 = − f

6FH2
, X3 =

R

6H2
, X4 =

κ2ρr
3H2

=
κ2ρ̃r
3FH2

= Ωr (17)

To capture temporal variations, we introduce the dimensionless parameter N = ln a and

utilize the defined dynamical variables (Xi’s). With this approach, Eqs. (9), (15), and (16),

which describe the evolution of the system in the context of curvature-matter interactions,

can be rewritten as a set of four autonomous equations, forming a 4-dimensional dynamical

system.

dX1

dN
= −1−X1X3 −X3 − 3X2 +X4 +X2

1

+ α (1−X1 −X2 −X3 −X4)

(
1

(X1 +X2 +X3)
+ (X1 +X2 +X3)

)
(18)

dX2

dN
=

X1X3

m
−X2 (2X3 − 4−X1) (19)

dX3

dN
= −X1X3

m
− 2X3 (X3 − 2) (20)

dX4

dN
= −2X3X4 +X1X4 , (21)

where,

m ≡ d lnF

d lnR
=

RF ′

F
, (22)

Additionally, a new parameter, r, is defined as,

r ≡ − d ln f

d lnR
= −RF

f
=

X3

X2

. (23)

Both m and r are dimensionless parameters that depend on R through f(R), allowing m to

be expressed as m = m(r). Each distinct form of this relationship m = m(r) corresponds

to a unique class of f(R) models. Setting the coupling parameter α to zero reduces the

system to autonomous equations that exclude curvature-matter interactions. Moreover, for

f(R) = R, the parameter m (and thus X1) tends to zero, invalidating the construction of

the dynamical system. Using eqs. (11) and (12), the dynamical variables in Eq. (17) are

subject to the constraint given by the equation.

Ωm = 1−X1 −X2 −X3 −X4 (24)
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where Ωm satisfies the inequality 0 ⩽ Ωm ⩽ 1, and we can further express,

Ωcurv = 1− Ωm − Ωr = X1 +X2 +X3 . (25)

Additionally, total equation of state (EoS) parameter ωtot can be written as,

ωtot = −1− 2Ḣ

3H2
= −1

3
(2X3 − 1) (26)

Ratio of matter to curvature energy density, rmc ≡ Ωm/Ωcurv, and the deceleration parame-

ter, q ≡ −aä/ȧ2, play an important role in evaluating cosmic dynamics. In the later stages

of the universe, rmc roughly corresponds to the ratio of dark matter to dark energy den-

sities, with observations indicating that dark matter’s contribution far outweighs that of

baryonic matter in the present-day universe. As such, rmc serves as a potential solution to

the cosmic coincidence problem, which pertains to the near equality of dark matter and dark

energy densities. Deceleration parameter q reflects the kinematic characteristics of cosmic

expansion. A negative value of q indicates the acceleration of the universe, a hallmark of

dark energy’s dominance, and when q = −1, it corresponds to the cosmological constant.

The transition from a positive to a negative q value marks the shift from deceleration to

acceleration in cosmic expansion. Fluctuations in q are indicative of dynamical dark energy

models, which capture the evolving acceleration of the universe. Therefore, these parameters

are vital in understanding dark energy’s role across different stages of cosmic history and in

distinguishing between various models that explain cosmic acceleration. Within the frame-

work of the matter-curvature interaction scenario explored in this study, the parameters

(rmc) and (q) can be expressed in terms of the dynamical variables (Xi’s) as:

rmc ≡ Ωm

Ωcurv

=
1−X1 −X2 −X3 −X4

X1 +X2 +X3

(27)

q ≡ −aä

ȧ2
= −1− Ḣ

H2
= 1−X3 (28)

The fixed points of the 4D dynamical system are defined by dXi/dN = 0 (i = 1, . . . , 4)

and are critical for understanding cosmic evolution driven by curvature-matter interac-

tions. Linear stability analysis, applied near these points, involves a first-order Taylor

expansion of the autonomous equations dX⃗/dN = f⃗(X⃗), where X⃗ = {X1, X2, X3, X4}

and f⃗ = {f1, f2, f3, f4}, derived from eqs. (18), (19), (20), (21). The Jacobian matrix

J = ∂f⃗/∂X⃗, a 4 × 4 matrix, determines the stability of the fixed points via its eigenval-

ues. Examining the eigenvalues of the Jacobian matrix J at the critical points determines
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the stability of the fixed points. Fixed points are asymptotically stable (unstable) if all

eigenvalues have negative (positive) real parts, while mixed signs in the real parts of any

eigenvalue pair classify the point as a saddle. If an eigenvalue approaches zero, linear sta-

bility theory becomes insufficient, requiring center manifold theory for further analysis. In

this study, however, no non-hyperbolic fixed points were identified across the f(R) models

analyzed. Consequently, linear stability analysis was sufficient for characterizing the fixed

points without needing advanced methods.

B. Selection of modified f(R) gravity models

The dynamical analysis presented here is constructed around f(R)-driven dark energy

models, emphasizing the interaction between the curvature and matter sectors. We specifi-

cally select models that not only induce cosmic acceleration but also adhere to cosmological

viability. Under the metric formalism, any viable f(R) function must fulfill stringent con-

ditions, as detailed in the references [50–52, 73–75]. Our study examines the autonomous

system by focusing on two distinct cases. The first case assumes an f(R) function that

produces a constant m, while the second involves an f(R) function where m varies as a

function of r, denoted by m(r). These two cases are referred to as (I) and (II), and their

specifics are discussed below.

(I) A constant m scenario arises from the modified gravity model f(R) = (Rb − Λ)c with

(c ⩾ 1, bc ≈ 1). This generalized Λ-CDM model (model-A) satisfies local gravity

constraints and converges to Λ-CDM with m = 0 for c ⩾ 1 and bc ≈ 1. The model’s

parameters are: m = (bc−1)Rb−bΛ+Λ
Rb−Λ

, r = − bcRb

Rb−Λ
and m(r) =

(
1−c
c

)
r + b − 1. A

dynamical analysis shows that at stable points, r = −1−m, leading to m = −1 + bc,

a constant.

(II) This scenario considers m as a function of r, given by m(r) = n(1+r)
r

, which is realized

for the power-law form f(R) = R − γRn with (γ > 0, 0 < n < 1). We refer to this as

the ‘power law model’ or ‘model-B’. This model correctly describes cosmic evolution in

non-interacting curvature-matter scenarios and satisfies the conditions for cosmological

viability [75] in the specified range of γ and n. For this f(R), we have m = γ(n−1)nRn

R−γnRn

and r = R−γnRn

R−γRn , leading to m(r) = n(1+r)
r

after eliminating γ.
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The selection of the two cases in this study: (I) m = −1 + bc (constant) and (II) m =

m(r) = n(1+r)
r

, aims to examine the effects of the two f(R)-models in the presence of matter-

curvature interactions. We analyze the stability of various modified gravity models within

the framework of a coupled curvature-matter system using linear stability theory.

C. Fixed point stability analysis in the Generalized Λ-CDM Model

Critical
(X1, X2, X3, X4) Ωm ωtot

points

P1 (−4 , 5 , 0 , 0) 0 1
3

P2 (0 , −1 , 2 , 0) 0 −1

P3±

(
−4, −3+8α∓

√
9−4α2

2α , 0, 0
)

5− −3∓8α
√
9−4α2

2α
1
3

P4±

(
0, −3−4α∓

√
9−4α2

2α , 2, 0
)

−1− −3∓4α
√
9−4α2

2α −1

P5±

(
1∓

√
−4α2+4α+1
2(α−1) , 0, 0, 0

)
1− 1∓

√
−4α2+4α+1
2(α−1)

1
3

P6 (1, 0, 0, 0) 0 1
3

P7

(
−2(bc−2)

2bc−1 , 5−4bc
2bc2−3bc+1

, 4bc2−5bc
2bc2−3bc+1

, 0
)

0 −6bc2+7bc+1
6bc2−9bc+3

P8 P8(X1, X2, X3, 0) P8(Ωm) P8(ωtot.)

P9 P9(X1, X2, X3, 0) P9(Ωm) P9(ωtot.)

P10

(
4(bc−1)

bc ,−2(bc−1)

bc2
, 2(bc−1)

bc , −5bc2+8bc−2
bc2

)
0 4

3bc − 1

TABLE I. Critical points of generalized Λ-CDM model with corresponding Ωm and ωtot. Details

of the critical points P8 and P9 are provided below.
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P8(X1, X2, X3, 0) =(
−

−4α+(8α+2)bc3−5(4α+1)bc2+
√

−((bc−1)bc2(−4α2+4(4α2−4α−25)bc3+8(−4α2+α+20)bc2+(20α2−69)bc+9))+(16α+3)bc

(2bc−1)(α+2(α−1)bc2−3αbc)
,

−16(α−1)bc4+(40α−26)bc3+(13−32α)bc2−
√

−((bc−1)bc2(−4α2+4(4α2−4α−25)bc3+8(−4α2+α+20)bc2+(20α2−69)bc+9))+(8α−3)bc

2(bc−1)bc(2bc−1)(α+2(α−1)bc2−3αbc)
,

16(α−1)bc4+(26−40α)bc3+(32α−13)bc2+
√

−((bc−1)bc2(−4α2+4(4α2−4α−25)bc3+8(−4α2+α+20)bc2+(20α2−69)bc+9))+(3−8α)bc

2(bc−1)(2bc−1)(α+2(α−1)bc2−3αbc)
, 0
)
,

P8(Ωm)=

√
bc2

(
−4α2(2bc2−3bc+1)2+8α(bc−1)(2bc−1)bc2+(10bc2−13bc+3)2

)
+bc(2α+bc(−6α+(4α+6)bc−13)+3)

2bc(α+2(α−1)bc2−3αbc)
,

P8(ωtot.)=
α−

√
bc2

(
−4α2(2bc2−3bc+1)2+8α(bc−1)(2bc−1)bc2+(10bc2−13bc+3)2

)
+bc(2α+bc(−19α−4bc(−7α+3(α−1)bc+5)+11)−3)

3(bc−1)(2bc−1)(α+2(α−1)bc2−3αbc)
.

P9(X1, X2, X3, 0) =( 4α−2(4α+1)bc3+5(4α+1)bc2+
√

−((bc−1)bc2(−4α2+4(4α2−4α−25)bc3+8(−4α2+α+20)bc2+(20α2−69)bc+9))−(16α+3)bc

(2bc−1)(α+2(α−1)bc2−3αbc)
,

−16(α−1)bc4+(40α−26)bc3+(13−32α)bc2+
√

−((bc−1)bc2(−4α2+4(4α2−4α−25)bc3+8(−4α2+α+20)bc2+(20α2−69)bc+9))+(8α−3)bc

2(bc−1)bc(2bc−1)(α+2(α−1)bc2−3αbc)
,

16(α−1)bc4+(26−40α)bc3+(32α−13)bc2−
√

−((bc−1)bc2(−4α2+4(4α2−4α−25)bc3+8(−4α2+α+20)bc2+(20α2−69)bc+9))+(3−8α)bc

2(bc−1)(2bc−1)(α+2(α−1)bc2−3αbc)
, 0
)
,

P9(Ωm)=
bc(2α+bc(−6α+(4α+6)bc−13)+3)−

√
bc2

(
−4α2(2bc2−3bc+1)2+8α(bc−1)(2bc−1)bc2+(10bc2−13bc+3)2

)
2bc(α+2(α−1)bc2−3αbc)

.

P9(ωtot.)=
α+

√
bc2

(
−4α2(2bc2−3bc+1)2+8α(bc−1)(2bc−1)bc2+(10bc2−13bc+3)2

)
+bc(2α+bc(−19α−4bc(−7α+3(α−1)bc+5)+11)−3)

3(bc−1)(2bc−1)(α+2(α−1)bc2−3αbc)
.

In the preceding section, we have already established the autonomous system and are

now prepared to identify the fixed points directly from the autonomous system equations

eqs. (18), (19), (20), (21). In this case, we have found a total of ten viable fixed points and

they can be categorized into two scenarios: (i) Independent of curvature-matter coupling

(α) and model parameter (bc), (ii) Dependent of coupling and model parameter term. In

the absence of coupling and model parameters, this interacting theory can come down to

the non-interacting case with six critical points. We have listed down a total of ten viable

critical points (finite and real). Parallelly, we have also found the critical matter density

and total EOS parameter, which we also mentioned in the above tab. I. Below, we have

provided a detailed analysis of the critical points.

• P1 Point: This fixed point is independent of any model parameter. In the context

of this specific critical point, the dark matter density remains consistently at zero,

and there is no evidence of late-time cosmic acceleration, regardless of the positive

one-third total EOS parameter value.

• P2 Point: The characteristics of this specific equilibrium point remain unaffected by
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model parameters. At this point, the dark matter density consistently remains at zero,

and the EOS parameter is fixed at −1. This point represents a late-time accelerating

de-Sitter solution dominated by dark energy. For 1.65 < bc < 2 and α > −1.5, this

point shows stable behavior, which is depicted in the left panel of fig.1.

• P3± Points: This specific set of critical points is expressed in terms of the coupling

parameter (α). However, at these radiation-dominated critical points, the dark matter

density remains unphysical, making them irrelevant to the scope of our study.

• P4± Points: The critical points dependent on the coupling parameter exhibit an un-

physical value for the critical dark matter density, despite representing a de-Sitter type

solution.

• P5± Points: These critical points also exhibit (α)-dependent behavior in a radiation-

dominated scenario. However, the unphysical critical dark matter density makes these

points irrelevant for consideration.

• P6 Point: This point represents a radiation-dominated scenario with pure kinetic dom-

inance. No stable acceleration is observed at this particular critical point.

• P7 Point: This critical point is dependent on the model parameters, with the critical

matter density at this point being zero. The stable and accelerating regions are shown

in the right panel of fig. 1. For (bc < −0.5) and (α > −2), we have identified a

common region where a benchmark point can be selected that provides a stable and

accelerating late-time solution.

• P8 & P9 Points: Both critical points have been expressed in terms of the model pa-

rameter (bc) and the coupling parameter (α). The critical matter density and the

total equation of state (EoS) parameter corresponding to these points have also been

determined in terms of the model parameter. However, these points are unable to

simultaneously exhibit both a stable and an accelerating solution.

• P10 Point: This point displays a saddle-like behavior, lacking both stability and cosmic

acceleration for any parameter values.
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FIG. 1. Left Panel: Parameter space for generalised Λ-CDM model at P2, Right panel: Parameter

space for generalised Λ-CDM model at P7.

As our study primarily focuses on the late-time phase of cosmic evolution, we previously

discussed an interaction between the curvature and dark-matter sectors while neglecting the

radiation sector. Consequently, in the phase space diagram, we set X4 = 0 and analyze

the phase space behavior of the 3-D system spanned by the variables X1, X2, and X3. In

the present case, the phase space is unbounded, as −∞ < X1 < ∞, −∞ < X2 < ∞,

and −∞ < X3 < ∞. To represent the phase space within a bounded region, we apply a

transformation to the phase space variables. These transformations connect the conventional

phase space variables (X1, X2, X3) to a new set of variables (X, Y, Z), defined as:

X = tan−1(X1), Y = tan−1(X2), Z = tan−1(X3).

This mapping transforms the unbounded phase space into a bounded region with:

−π

2
< X <

π

2
, −π

2
< Y <

π

2
, −π

2
< Z <

π

2
.

The dynamical variables X1, X2, X3 are unbounded in general. However, from matter

energy density criterion in eqn.(24), it follows that

0 ≤ Ωm ≤ 1,

which translates to

0 ≤ (X1 +X2 +X3) ≤ 1 (29)
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Here, the radiation component X4 is assumed to be zero. To reformulate this in the

context of a transformed phase-space representation, we use a new set of variables. In this

framework, the condition can be expressed as,

0 ≤ (X + Y + Z) ≤ π

4
(30)

By implementing these conditions, we plot the phase space for both types of interacting

models. Within these constraints, stable critical points and other viable fixed points are

identified. Crucially, imposing this specific constraint ensures that the analysis remains

confined within the bounded region of the phase space. Consequently, this eliminates the

need to investigate critical points at infinity, which typically arise due to the unbounded

nature of the original variables. Such points, while mathematically possible, often corre-

spond to unrealistic or unphysical solutions. By restricting the analysis to the bounded

region, the physical viability of the models is better ensured, and the study becomes more

computationally tractable.

To analyze the phase-space behavior of this system, we have divided the study into two

cases. In the first case, we consider the critical point P2 as a model-independent attractor,

while in the second case, P7 is treated as a model-dependent attractor. To proceed with

the analysis, we select benchmark values for (bc, α) such that they fall within the parameter

space for both cases, ensuring a late-time accelerating solution. To illustrate the attractor

behavior of the critical point P2 in the left panel of fig. 2, we have selected the benchmark

values bc = 1.75 and α = 1. In the phase-space trajectories, only the points yielding real

values are shown, while the other critical points are omitted. The red-line trajectories

correspond to repeller-type behavior, while the blue lines represent attractor-type behavior.

From the phase-space plot, we observe that all red-line trajectories are repelled from the

critical points P1, P3±, P6, P8, and P9, indicating that these points exhibit saddle or unsta-

ble behavior. In contrast, the critical point P2 demonstrates stable behavior, attracting all

repelling trajectories towards it. Additionally, some trajectories (marked in blue) are shown

directly converging to the point P2, thereby establishing this de Sitter point as an attractor.
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FIG. 2. Left Panel: Phase-space trajectories for generalised Λ-CDM model for bc = 1.75, α = 1

(bold black line in the phase-space corresponding to the constraint of 0 ≤ X + Y + Z ≤ π
4 ),

Right panel: Evolution plots of cosmological parameters for bc = 1.75, α = 1. Both plots are

corresponding to P2 (model parameters independent) as a stable point and choose X4 = 0 (absence

of radiation component).

In the right panel of fig. 2, we present the evolutionary dynamics of cosmological param-

eters as a function of the logarithm of the FLRW scale factor a for the model parameters

bc = 1.75, α = 1. This plot incorporates parameters such as the total equation of state (EoS)

parameter, critical dark matter density, curvature density, and the deceleration parameter,

showcasing their behavior within the framework of this interacting model. Magnitude of

the total EoS parameter begins at 1
3
, indicating an initial radiation-dominated phase where

curvature and matter densities are equal. Over time, the dark matter density decreases

and asymptotically approaches zero, while the curvature density increases and tends toward

unity. This behavior suggests that the curvature component effectively mimics the role

of dark energy in the late-time evolution of the universe. Furthermore, the evolution plot

reveals energy transfer from the dark matter sector to the curvature sector. Variations of

the total EoS and deceleration parameters are depicted across different epochs, transitioning

from radiation domination to matter domination, and ultimately culminating in late-time

dark energy domination extending into the distant future. Notably, the total EoS parameter

exhibits a dynamical behavior, crossing into the phantom region before stabilizing at the de
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Sitter point. Additionally, the deceleration parameter undergoes a transition from a positive

unity value during the radiation epoch to negative unity in the dark energy-dominated era.

Similarly, we have chosen another benchmark to demonstrate the stable behavior of the

model-parameter-dependent critical points, which arise specifically in the case of an inter-

acting curvature-matter scenario. In the left panel of fig. 3, we have selected a benchmark

value of (bc = −3, α = 2), and for this selection, we refer to fig. 1, where the critical point

P7 exhibits both stability and an accelerating behavior. Using this benchmark, we have

included only those critical points in the phase-space plot that yield real values. As in the

previous case, two types of trajectories are present: blue lines (representing attractors) and

red lines (representing repellers). All trajectories converge toward P7, confirming it as an

attractor. Depending on the nature of the coupling and the model parameters, the behavior

of critical points transitions between repeller and attractor. This change in the nature of

the critical points is particularly observed for P2 and P7. In the right panel of fig. 3, we

depict the evolution of cosmological parameters for the model with bc = −3 and α = 2,

similar to the previous case. The plot includes the total equation of state (EoS) parameter,

critical dark matter and curvature densities, and the deceleration parameter. The total EoS

parameter begins at 1
3
, indicating a radiation-dominated phase with a dominant contribu-

tion from the dark matter sector over the curvature component. Over time, the dark matter

density decreases toward zero, while the curvature density rises to unity, mimicking dark

energy at late times. An energy transfer from the dark matter sector to the curvature sector

is evident. The evolution of the total EoS and deceleration parameters reveal transitions

from radiation domination to matter domination and ultimately to a dark energy-dominated

era. The total EoS parameter crosses the matter-dominated phase, enters the dark energy

regime with ωtot = −1
3
, and stabilizes near −0.9. This interacting model successfully demon-

strates a curvature-driven, non-phantom dark energy scenario at late times. This interacting

model successfully captures a comprehensive evolutionary trajectory, encompassing all major

phases of the universe’s history.
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FIG. 3. Left Panel: Phase-space trajectories for generalised Λ-CDM model for bc = −3, α = 2

(bold black line in the phase-space corresponding to the constraint of 0 ≤ X + Y + Z ≤ π
4 ), Right

panel: Evolution plots of cosmological parameters for bc = −3, α = 2. Both plots are corresponding

to P7 (model parameters dependent) as a stable point and choose X4 = 0 (absence of radiation

component).

D. Fixed point stability analysis in power-law model

By utlising the autonomous equations mentioned in the last section with eqs. (18), (19),

(20), (21), we have found a total of eight critical points for the interacting power-law type

f(R) model. Like the previous case, here we also categorised the fixed points based on

their nature. Presence of interaction gives rise the new fixed points, which we will discuss

onwards. By listing down only real and finite critical points in the table along with critical

dark matter density and total EoS parameter in tab. II.
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Critical
(X1, X2, X3, X4) Ωm ωtot

points

P1 (−4 , 5 , 0 , 0) 0 1
3

P2 (0 , −1 , 2 , 0) 0 −1

P3±

(
−4, −3∓8α+

√
9−4α2

2α , 0, 0
)

∓
√
9−4α2+2α∓3

2α
1
3

P4±

(
0, −3∓4α+

√
9−4α2

2α , 2, 0
)

∓
√
9−4α2+2α∓3

2α −1

P5

(
−2(n−2)

2n−1 , 5−4n
2n2−3n+1

, n(4n−5)
2n2−3n+1

, 0
)

0 −6n2+7n+1
6n2−9n+3

P6 P6(X1, X2, X3, 0) P6(Ωm) P6(ωtot.)

P7 P7(X1, X2, X3, 0) P7(Ωm) P7(ωtot.)

P8

(
4(−1+n)

n
,
−(2(−1+n)

n2 ,
2(−1+n)

n
,
(−2+8n−5n2)

n2

)
0 0

TABLE II. List of critical points of the power-law model with corresponding Ωm and ωtot. Details

of the critical points P6 and P7 are provided below.

Where, P6(X1, X2, X3, 0) =(
4α−2(4α+1)n3+5(4α+1)n2

(2n−1)(α+2(α−1)n2−3αn)
+

√√√√−

(
(n−1)n2

(
−4α2+4(4α2−4α−25)n3+8(−4α2+α+20)n2+(20α2−69)n+9

))
−(16α+3)n

(2n−1)(α+2(α−1)n2−3αn)
,

−16(α−1)n4+(40α−26)n3+(13−32α)n2

2n(2n2−3n+1)(α+2(α−1)n2−3αn)
+

√√√√−

(
(n−1)n2

(
−4α2+4(4α2−4α−25)n3+8(−4α2+α+20)n2+(20α2−69)n+9

))
+(8α−3)n

2n(2n2−3n+1)(α+2(α−1)n2−3αn)
,

16(α−1)n4+(26−40α)n3+(32α−13)n2

2(2n2−3n+1)(α+2(α−1)n2−3αn)
−

√√√√−

(
(n−1)n2

(
−4α2+4(4α2−4α−25)n3+8(−4α2+α+20)n2+(20α2−69)n+9

))
+(3−8α)n

2(2n2−3n+1)(α+2(α−1)n2−3αn)
, 0

)
,

P6(Ωm) =
(4α+6)n3−(6α+13)n2

2n(α+2(α−1)n2−3αn)
−

√
−((n−1)n2(−4α2+4(4α2−4α−25)n3+8(−4α2+α+20)n2+(20α2−69)n+9))+(2α+3)n

2n(α+2(α−1)n2−3αn)
,

P6(ωtot.) =

α−12(α−1)n4+4(7α−5)n3+(11−19α)n2

3(2n2−3n+1)(α+2(α−1)n2−3αn)
+

√
−((n−1)n2(−4α2+4(4α2−4α−25)n3+8(−4α2+α+20)n2+(20α2−69)n+9))+(2α−3)n

3(2n2−3n+1)(α+2(α−1)n2−3αn)

.
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P7(X1, X2, X3, 0) =(
− −4α+(8α+2)n3−5(4α+1)n2

(2n−1)(α+2(α−1)n2−3αn)
+

√
−((n−1)n2(−4α2+4(4α2−4α−25)n3+8(−4α2+α+20)n2+(20α2−69)n+9))+(16α+3)n

(2n−1)(α+2(α−1)n2−3αn)
,

n2(13−32α)−16n4(α−1)+n(3−8α)

2n(1−3n+2n2)(2n2(α−1)+α−3αn)
+

n3(−26+40α)−
√

−((n−1)n2(9−4α2+8n2(20+α−4α2)+4n3(−25−4α+4α2)+n(−69+20α2)))
2n(1−3n+2n2)(2n2(α−1)+α−3αn)

,

n3(26−40α)+n(3−8α)+16n4(α−1)

2(1−3n+2n2)(2n2(α−1)+α−3αn)
+

n2(−13+32α)+
√

−((n−1)n2(9−4α2+8n2(20+α−4α2)+4n3(−25−4α+4α2)+n(−69+20α2)))
2(1−3n+2n2)(2n2(α−1)+α−3αn)

, 0

)
.

P7(Ωm) =
(4α+6)n3−(6α+13)n2

2n(α+2(α−1)n2−3αn)
+

√
−((n−1)n2(−4α2+4(4α2−4α−25)n3+8(−4α2+α+20)n2+(20α2−69)n+9))+(2α+3)n

2n(α+2(α−1)n2−3αn)
,

P7(ωtot.) =

α−12(α−1)n4+4(7α−5)n3+(11−19α)n2

3(2n2−3n+1)(α+2(α−1)n2−3αn)
−

√
−((n−1)n2(−4α2+4(4α2−4α−25)n3+8(−4α2+α+20)n2+(20α2−69)n+9))+(2α−3)n

3(2n2−3n+1)(α+2(α−1)n2−3αn)

A detailed analysis of the critical points is provided below.

• P1 Point: This model-independent critical point, characterized by a positive total EoS

parameter of 1
3
, arises in all cases, regardless of the presence or absence of interaction.

The critical matter density at this point is always zero.

• P2 Point: Nature of this fixed point is independent of the model parameters. At this

point, the dark matter density is consistently zero, and the equation of state (EoS)

parameter is fixed at −1. This point represents a late-time accelerating de-Sitter

solution dominated by dark energy. For 1.3 < bc < 2 and α > −1.4, the point exhibits

stable behavior, as shown in the left panel of fig. 4.

• P3± Points: This specific set of critical points is expressed in terms of the coupling

parameter (α). However, at these radiation-dominated critical points, the dark matter

density remains unphysical, making them irrelevant to the objectives of our study.

• P4± Points: The critical points dependent on the coupling parameter exhibit an un-

physical value for the critical dark matter density, despite representing a de-Sitter type

solution.

• P5 Point: The dynamics of the power-law model under the influence of interactions are

significantly influenced by this critical point. This fixed point depends on the model

parameter (n) and is characterized by the absence of a radiation component (X4 = 0).

At this point, the critical dark matter density is always zero. The total equation of

state (EoS) parameter and the stability condition of this fixed point also depend on the

model parameters. In fig. 4, we illustrate the common region in the parameter space
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of (n) and (α) where this critical point (P5) exhibits a stable, accelerating condition.

From this allowable region, we select a benchmark point corresponding to specific

values of (n) and (α) to analyze the complete dynamics of this fixed point through

phase-space trajectories and evolution plots.

• P6 & P7 Points: These critical points exhibit a dependency on the model parameters

in all aspects, including their coordinate values, critical dark matter density, and

the total equation of state (EoS) parameter. However, this particular set of critical

points is excluded because they simultaneously satisfy conditions for both stability

and acceleration, which is inconsistent with the desired physical behavior.

• P8 Point: This point displays a saddle-like behavior, lacking both stability and cosmic

acceleration for any parameter values.

FIG. 4. Left Panel: Parameter space for power-law model at P2, Right panel: Parameter space for

power-law model at P5.

Similar to the previous model, our focus remains on the matter-dominated and late-

time phases, as well as the interaction between matter and curvature, while neglecting the

radiation-dominated phase. For a compact phase-space analysis, we restrict our attention

to the three coordinates (X1, X2, X3) and their transformation into (X, Y, Z) with the con-

straints mentioned in eqs. (29),(30). We have selected a benchmark point for the model

and coupling parameter values from the common allowable region that satisfies the stable-

accelerating condition at the P5 point. Only real-valued critical points are included in the

phase-space analysis. The phase-space trajectories are drawn using this benchmark point
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because P5 uniquely captures the effects of interaction.

In the left panel of fig. 5, we present the phase-space trajectories to examine the dy-

namical evolution of the system. Similar to the previous scenario, two distinct types of

trajectories are highlighted using red and blue to represent different dynamical behaviors.

For this analysis, we proceed with specific model parameter values: n = −1 and α = 1,

chosen as the benchmark from the allowable region. Under these parameter values, only

one fixed point exhibits the characteristics of an attractor, effectively drawing trajectories

toward itself. In contrast, all other critical points repel the trajectories in their vicinity, con-

firming their nature as unstable points. Notably, the fixed point P2, which shows different

behavior under other parameter choices, turns into a repeller at this particular benchmark.

The red trajectories are specifically marked to illustrate the saddle-like behavior of criti-

cal points where the trajectories neither converge toward nor diverge away uniformly but

exhibit intermediate stability patterns. This analysis highlights the influence of parameter

selection on the dynamical properties of the critical points and provides a clear visualiza-

tion of the distinct roles played by attractors and repellers in the context of interacting

curvature-matter scenario.

In the right panel of fig. 5, we present the evolution of key cosmological parameters for

the interacting power-law model with parameter values n = −1 and α = 1. The plot tracks

the dynamical evolution of the total equation of state (EoS) parameter ωtot, the critical

densities of dark matter and curvature, and the deceleration parameter q. At the outset,

the magnitude of the total EoS parameter begins at 1
3
, indicating a radiation-dominated

phase. In this early era, the matter sector dominates over the curvature component. As

time progresses, the dark matter density Ωm gradually decreases, approaching zero, while

the curvature density Ωcurv rises toward unity, effectively mimicking a dark energy-like be-

havior at late times. This transition demonstrates a clear energy transfer from the dark

matter sector to the curvature sector, a hallmark of the interacting model. The evolution

of (ωtot and q) reveals a series of cosmological transitions. Initially, the universe transitions

from a radiation-dominated phase to a matter-dominated phase. Later, it enters a dark

energy-dominated era. During this progression, the total EoS parameter ωtot crosses the

matter-dominated phase (ωtot ≈ 0), reaches the threshold for cosmic acceleration at −1
3
,
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and stabilizes around −0.65 at late time and continue with this value to distant future. This

interacting model successfully demonstrates a late-time, non-phantom dark energy scenario

driven by the curvature sector, avoiding any instabilities associated with phantom behavior.

The deceleration parameter further confirms this, showing transitions consistent with the

total EoS evolution, moving from deceleration in the radiation and matter-dominated eras

to acceleration in the dark energy era.
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FIG. 5. Left Panel: Phase-space trajectories for generalised Λ-CDM model for n = −1, α = 1 (bold

black line in the phase-space corresponding to the constraint of 0 ≤ X + Y +Z ≤ π
4 ), Right panel:

Evolution plots of cosmological parameters for n = −1, α = 1. Both plots correspond to P5 (model

parameters dependent) as a stable point and choose X4 = 0 (absence of radiation component).

E. Comparison of the coincidence parameter evolution in two models

In fig. 6, we present a comparative analysis of the dynamical evolution of the matter-to-

curvature energy density ratio parameter, rmc. The left panel depicts the evolution of the

generalized Λ-CDM model, while the right panel corresponds to the power-law model. The

parameter rmc, defined as rmc =
Ωm

Ωcurv
, quantifies the relative dominance of matter over curva-

ture energy density in the universe. Specifically, rmc = 0 corresponds to complete curvature

dominance, whereas rmc ≈ 1 represents a near-equilibrium between matter and curvature

energy densities, providing quantitative insights into the dominance of curvature over matter
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at different stages of cosmic evolution in the respective scenarios. Effect of curvature-matter

coupling strength is evident from the rmc profiles for different interaction parameter α val-

ues. According to eqs. (15) and (16), negative α indicates energy transfer from matter to

curvature, while positive α reflects the reverse. Peaks in rmc profiles correspond to epochs of

maximum matter density. For α ∼ −1 or more negative, peak heights approaching towards

unity indicate near-equal matter and curvature energy densities. Strongly negative α values

lead to late-time phases where matter and curvature remain comparable, though rmc < 1

implies curvature dominance. During earlier decelerated phases, low rmc reflects curvature’s

dominance over matter. For α = 0, representing standard f(R) gravity, the rmc profile is

symmetric around the epoch of peak matter density. Positive α results in an early non-zero

rmc, which decreases before rising to a maximum during the epoch of peak matter contribu-

tion. The plot also highlights that interactions significantly influence matter and curvature

densities at both early and late times, unlike in the absence of interaction.
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FIG. 6. Evolution plot of the parameter rmc for different values of coupling strength α. Left Panel:

Generalised Λ-CDM model, Right panel: Power-law model

IV. CONCLUSION

In this work, we examine interactions between curvature and matter within viable f(R)

gravity models, ensuring their ability to drive cosmic acceleration. At the action level,

we assume minimal coupling between matter and curvature, with the radiation component

decoupled, preserving its energy-momentum tensor. Interactions are introduced via a source

term Q in the continuity equations for matter and curvature sectors, with opposite signs,

ensuring energy conservation in the combined sector. A specific form of Q is adopted, which

compiles both the effect of curvature and matter sectors, modulated by a dimensionless
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parameter α that controls the interaction strength. The sign of α determines the direction

of energy transfer between these two sectors. This particular form of chosen source term

can exhibit distinct scaling across cosmic epochs, effectively modeling the transition from

radiation to dark energy. In the early universe, it minimizes interaction with radiation while

enabling energy exchange between matter and curvature. During the matter-dominated era,

it facilitates a gradual transfer of energy from matter to curvature. As the universe enters

the dark energy-dominated phase, the term ensures curvature dominance and drives cosmic

acceleration. This dynamic behavior allows the coupling term to adapt seamlessly across

different epochs, providing a unified framework for describing cosmic evolution.

This study establishes a 4-D dynamical framework to describe the curvature-matter inter-

action scenario. The inclusion of the interaction term Q modifies the autonomous equations

governing the dynamical system, distinguishing it from f(R) theories without such interac-

tions. Critical points of the system were identified and their stability were analyzed for two

viable f(R) models: the generalized ΛCDM model and the power-law model. The interac-

tion parameter α plays a pivotal role, influencing the stability of fixed points and shaping

the universe’s evolution during various phases. Depending on the choice of the interaction

term and considering that our study focuses primarily on the interaction between curvature-

driven dark energy and matter, the radiation component has been neglected. Since one

of the dynamical variables represents the energy density of radiation, excluding its effect

reduces the dimensionality of the phase space from four to three, enabling a depiction of all

critical points within this newly constructed 3D phase portrait.

Incorporating curvature-matter coupling (α ̸= 0) in f(R) gravity alters the number of

critical points. Depending on the chosen benchmark values, new stable attractors emerge in

both models and the nature of the stable de Sitter attractor shifts, allowing for additional

stable fixed points. In both types of f(R) gravity models, stable de Sitter attractors emerge:

P2 and P7 in the generalized Λ-CDM case, and P2 and P5 in the power-law model, compared

to only P2 in the non-interacting case (α = 0). A comprehensive stability analysis across

various α values and specific model parameters (bc or n) reveals intriguing patterns within

the stability landscape of the matter-curvature interaction scenario. In both cases, we ana-

lyzed the parameter space of the models and coupling parameters at specific critical points,
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identifying regions where stable and accelerating solutions coexist for certain benchmark

values. For the region 1.65 < bc < 2 and α > −1.5, the fixed point P2 exhibits a stable de

Sitter-type accelerating solution. For P7, the region is different, as shown in fig. 1. The

figure clearly illustrates that both critical points can produce stability and acceleration, but

at different benchmarks. By selecting two distinct benchmarks within this allowable region,

we plotted phase space trajectories, which reveal the movement of the phase flow near the

critical points. We identified P2 and P7 as fixed points for their respective benchmarks,

while both points exhibit saddle-type behavior at other values. Similarly, in the second

case, we identified two fixed points, P2 and P5, and marked their stability and accelerating

regions, as shown in fig. 4. In the region, 1.3 < n < 2 and α > −1.4, P2 exhibits a stable

de Sitter-type accelerating solution, while P5 spans a different region, depicted in fig. 4.

Since P2 shows behavior similar to the previous model in the chosen benchmark from the

allowable region, we shifted our focus to investigate the phase space where P5 shows stable

and accelerating behavior. Interestingly, at these benchmark values, P2 becomes a saddle

point, with all trajectories in the phase portrait repelling from all other points and moving

toward P5, making it the attractor point.

Evolution of cosmological and cosmographic parameters was studied for both models to

assess the impact of curvature-driven dark energy on cosmic evolution within the matter-

curvature interaction framework. Key parameters, including modified energy densities, the

equation of state (EoS) parameter, the matter-to-curvature density ratio (rmc), and decel-

eration (q), provide insights into possible evolutionary scenarios. In the first model, at the

benchmark values α = 1 and bc = 1.75, the curvature and matter energy densities initially

have equal values. Over time, the curvature energy density increases relative to the matter

density. Once the effective equation of state (EOS) parameter crosses −1
3
, the matter density

diminishes to zero. The EOS parameter further crosses −1, entering an unstable phantom

region before rebounding and stabilizing at −1. The deceleration parameter starts at +1

and eventually stabilizes at −1, indicating a stable de Sitter accelerating fixed point, P2. At

a different benchmark value (α = 2 and bc = −3), where P7 is stable, the matter density ini-

tially dominates over the curvature energy density. Over time, the curvature energy density

grows and surpasses the matter density, which eventually tends to zero. The EOS parameter

begins at +1
3
and stabilizes near −0.8, while the deceleration parameter transitions from
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+1 to approximately −0.6. For the power-law model, at the benchmark values n = −1

and α = 1, the stable fixed point P5 is observed. In the early universe, matter density

dominates over curvature density but decreases over time, leading to late-time dominance of

curvature-driven dark energy. The effective equation of state (EOS) parameter transitions

from a radiation-dominated phase to a dark energy-dominated phase, eventually stabilizing

near −0.65. Across all evolutionary plots, the dynamical behavior of the EOS parameter

consistently exhibits non-phantom dark energy. Coincidence (rmc) parameter quantifies

the dominance of matter over curvature component. Without interactions, rmc exhibits a

symmetric profile around the epoch of maximum matter energy density, approaching zero

at both early and late times. For α ̸= 0, positive α enhances matter contributions at earlier

epochs, while negative α amplifies matter dominance at later times. Notably, a negative α

provides insights into the cosmological coincidence problem in the late universe, which we

can see in both models.

While numerous f(R) models address dark energy, our findings provide qualitative in-

sights and supplementary constraints for evaluating their viability. Each model uniquely

influences cosmological perturbations, particularly in structure formation, which is sensitive

to dark energy-dark matter interactions in f(R) gravity. These interactions may impact

the matter-radiation equality epoch and contribute to anisotropies observable in structure

growth. Early universe interactions could also help explain the Hubble tension by rec-

onciling local and CMB measurements. Studying matter perturbations and local gravity

approximations in interacting f(R) models offers valuable perspectives on inconsistencies

with non-interacting models, while alternative interacting models may reveal further cos-

mological implications.

In conclusion, this study deepens our understanding of modified f(R) gravity, with a

focus on curvature-matter interactions. The discovery of stable de-Sitter attractors, intricate

stability characteristics, and unique evolutionary trajectories highlights the complexity of

the system’s dynamics. These results provide valuable insights into cosmological behavior,

offering a foundation for exploring the fundamental processes that govern the universe.
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