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We investigate the scenario of interacting dark energy through a detailed confrontation with
various observational datasets. We quantify the interaction in a general way, through the deviation
from the standard scaling of the dark matter energy density. We use observational Hubble Data
from Cosmic Chronometers (CC), data from Baryon Acoustic Oscillations (BAO) from the recently
released DESI DR2, data from Supernova Type Ia (SNIa), both with and without calibration by
SH0ES, and finally the CMB data from Planck 2018. For the basic and simplest interacting model,
we find that the data favor a non-zero interaction up to 2σ. Notably, when we employ SH0ES-
calibrated SNIa data the preference of non-zero interaction becomes more significant. However,
comparison with ΛCDM scenario through AIC, BIC and Bayesian analysis, reveals a mixed picture.

PACS numbers: 98.80.-k, 95.36.+x, 98.80.Es

I. INTRODUCTION

According to different accumulating observations our
universe has experienced two phases of accelerating ex-
pansion, one at the primordial phase and one at late
times. The late-time acceleration can indeed be ex-
plained by the simple cosmological constant, however
the relevant theoretical problem, the possibility of a dy-
namical nature, as well as various potential observational
tensions [1–5], led to consider scenarios that go beyond
ΛCDM paradigm or/and beyond general relativity. A
first avenue that one can follow is to construct modified
gravitational theories, which have general relativity as a
limiting case, but which in general can alter the universe
evolution by providing new additional degree(s) of free-
dom [6, 7]. Another way is to maintain general relativity
but introduce new sectors such as the dark energy one or
other exotic forms of matter [8, 9], which can give rise to
acceleration.

Since the underlying microscopical theory of dark en-
ergy is unknown, and since the underlying microscopical
theory of dark matter is unknown too, there is no reason
that could theoretically forbid their mutual interaction.
From the particle physics and field theoretical point of
view, the investigation of such interactions could be en-
lightening for revealing the nature of the dark sectors.
Nevertheless, from the cosmological point of view, the
possibility of an interacting dark energy has the addi-
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tional advantage that it can alleviate the problems of
ΛCDM paradigm, such as the coincidence one [10–17],
the presence of accelerating scaling solution [18–50], the
H0 tension [51–62], and the σ8 tension [63–66] (for re-
views see [67, 68]).

The smoking gun of interacting dark energy is an al-
tered evolution law of the dark matter energy density
ρdm, since due to the interaction the latter is no more
conserved. In particular, considering dark matter as a
cold barotropic fluid, one has

ρdm = ρdm,0 a−3+δ(a), (1)

with ρdm,0 the dark matter energy density at present
value, a the scale factor, and where the deviation from
ΛCDM paradigm, namely from the non-interacting case,
is quantified by δ(a), which in general can be a varying
quantity. If δ(a) < 0, then for increasing scale factor ρdm
decreases more rapidly than its standard evolution a−3,
which implies an energy flow from dark matter to dark
energy. On the other hand, for δ(a) > 0 we have the
opposite situation.

In the present letter, we desire to confront interact-
ing dark energy with observational data, including the
recent Data Release 2 (DR2) of Dark Energy Spectro-
scopic Instrument (DESI) [69]. As we show, we find
that a non-zero interaction is favored, which reveals a
potential challenge for ΛCDM paradigm. The plan of
the work is the following. In Section II we present the
scenario of interacting dark energy. Then, in Section III
we provide the observational datasets that we use in our
analysis, and we perform the full observational confronta-
tion, deriving the corresponding contour plots. Finally,
in Section IV we discuss our results and we conclude.
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II. INTERACTING DARK ENERGY

Let us present the scenario of interacting dark en-
ergy in the framework of general relativity. We fo-
cus on the spatially flat Friedmann-Robertson-Walker
(FRW) metric, described by the line element, ds2 =
−dt2+a2(t)(dx2+dy2+dz2), where a is the scale factor.
The general Friedmann equations can be written as

H2 =
8πG

3
(ρdm + ρde) , (2)

2Ḣ + 3H2 = −8πG(pdm + pde), (3)

where H = ȧ/a is the Hubble function (an overhead dot
represents the cosmic time differentiation), and ρde is the
energy density of dark energy, while pdm and pde are the
dark matter and dark energy pressures (since dark matter
is cold we have pdm = 0).

In the case where an interaction between dark en-
ergy (DE) and dark matter (DM) sectors is present,
due to the diffeomorphism invariant the total energy-
momentum tensor is indeed conserved, however, the sep-
arate DE and DM sectors do not. In particular, in such
an interacting case one has

ρ̇dm + 3Hρdm = −ρ̇de − 3H(1 + wde)ρde = −Q, (4)

with wde = pde/ρde being the barotropic equation-of-
state parameters of the DE sector, and where Q quan-
tifies the interaction rate (also known as the interaction
function) between the dark sectors. Usually there is no
guiding principle to determine Q, and thus in the lit-
erature one may find several phenomenological choices
[18–45, 47, 48]. However, as we mentioned in the In-
troduction, in full generality one may quantify the effect
of the interaction straightaway in the scaling behavior,
which for cold dark matter, will take the form (1).

In this work we focus on the basic interacting scenario
in which wde = −1, namely DE corresponds to the vac-
uum energy sector, and δ(a) = δ0 = const. Inserting
(1) with δ(a) = δ0 into the conservation equation (4) for
DM, we extract an interaction function of the form

Q = −δ0Hρdm. (5)

Additionally, for the energy density of DE we have

ρde(a) = ρde,0 + ρdm,0

(
δ0

−3 + δ0

)
×
[
1− a−3+δ0

]
. (6)

Note that for δ0 = 3 the energy density for DE is unde-
fined, while we have a constant DM energy density, case
which is not physically interesting, and thus in the follow-
ing we exclude δ0 = 3 from our parameter space. Now,
introducing the density parameters Ωi = 8πGρi/(3H

2)
(where i stands for DM and DE), we can write the first
Friedmann equation as(

H

H0

)2

= Ωdm,0a
−3+δ0 +Ωde,0 +

δ0Ωdm,0

−3 + δ0

(
1− a−3+δ0

)
,

(7)

z H(z) σH(z) Ref. z H(z) σH(z) Ref.
0.07 69.0 19.6 [70] 0.48 97.0 62.0 [71]
0.09 69.0 12.0 [72] 0.5929 104.0 13.0 [73]
0.12 68.6 26.2 [70] 0.6797 92.0 8.0 [73]
0.17 83.0 8.0 [74] 0.75 98.8 33.6 [75]
0.1791 75.0 4.0 [73] 0.7812 105.0 12.0 [73]
0.1993 75.0 5.0 [73] 0.80 113.1 25.22 [76]
0.20 72.9 29.6 [70] 0.8754 125.0 17.0 [73]
0.27 77.0 14.0 [74] 0.88 90.0 40.0 [71]
0.28 88.8 36.6 [70] 0.90 117.0 23.0 [74]
0.3519 83.0 14.0 [73] 1.037 154.0 20.0 [73]
0.3802 83.0 13.5 [77] 1.26 135.0 65.0 [78]
0.4 95.0 17.0 [74] 1.3 168.0 17.0 [74]
0.4004 77.0 10.2 [77] 1.363 160.0 33.6 [79]
0.4247 87.1 11.2 [77] 1.43 177.0 18.0 [74]
0.44497 92.8 12.9 [77] 1.53 140.0 14.0 [74]
0.47 89.0 49.6 [80] 1.75 202.0 40.0 [74]
0.4783 80.9 9.0 [77] 1.965 186.5 50.4 [79]

Table I. 34 measurements of the Hubble parameter at dif-
ferent redshifts adopting the CC approach. The H(z) from
[80] is 89 ± 23 (stat) ± 44 (syst) km s−1 Mpc−1, and here
we consider the total error 89 ± 49.6 (tot) km s−1 Mpc−1

in our analysis. The H(z) from [76] is 113.1 ±
15.1 (stat)+29.1

−11.3(syst) km s−1 Mpc−1, and here we consider
the total error 113.1 ± 25.22(tot) km s−1 Mpc−1. For
the calculation of the total errors, we have used σtot =√

((σ+
stat + σ−

stat)/2)
2 + ((σ+

syst + σ−
syst)/2)

2.

where Ωdm,0 + Ωde,0 = 1. Notice that the Hubble
expansion law (7) can be interpreted as the solu-
tion of two non-interacting cosmic fluids as follows:
the conservation equations in (4) can be rewritten as
ρ̇dm+3H(1+weff

dm)ρdm = 0, and ρ̇de+3H(1+weff
de )ρde = 0,

where weff
dm ≡ Q/(3Hρdm) and weff

de = −1 − Q/(3Hρde)
are respectively the effective equation-of-state pa-
rameters of DM and DE. For the present set-up,
weff

dm = −δ0/3 and weff
de = −1 + δ0

3 × ρdm

ρde
= (δ0/3) ×

a−3+δ0
[
(Ωde,0/Ωdm,0) + (δ0/(−3 + δ0))× (1− a−3+δ0)

]−1.
This emphasizes that in presence of an interaction, DM
may not remain cold effectively.

III. DATA AND RESULTS

In this section we proceed to the detailed confrontation
of the scenario of interacting dark energy with observa-
tional data. In particular, we use the following data sets:

• Hubble parameter measurements obtained from
Cosmic Chronometers (CC) approach, as listed in
Table II.

• Baryon Acoustic Oscillation (BAO) distance mea-
surements from (DESI) DR2 [81]1.

• Supernovae Type Ia (SNIa) from three well known
astronomical surveys: (i) PantheonPlus from [82,

1 https://github.com/CobayaSampler/desi_bao_dr2

https://github.com/CobayaSampler/bao_data/tree/master/desi_bao_dr2
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Dataset H0 Ωdm,0 δ0

DESI 68.48+0.89
−0.89 0.321+0.026

−0.031 0.070+0.084
−0.084

DESI+CC 68.39+0.87
−0.87 0.321+0.026

−0.030 0.071+0.084
−0.084

DESI+Pan+(S) 74.31+0.18
−0.18 0.1997+0.0084

−0.0084 −0.251+0.057
−0.057

DESI+CC+Pan+(S) 74.30+0.17
−0.17 0.1996+0.0084

−0.0084 −0.253+0.057
−0.057

DESI+Pan+ 68.04+0.58
−0.58 0.333+0.018

−0.018 0.105+0.058
−0.058

DESI+CC+Pan+ 68.02+0.58
−0.58 0.333+0.018

−0.018 0.106+0.058
−0.058

DESI+Union3 67.90+0.68
−0.68 0.339+0.023

−0.023 0.123+0.067
−0.067

DESI+CC+Union3 67.90+0.68
−0.68 0.339+0.021

−0.024 0.122+0.067
−0.067

DESI+DESY5 70.18+0.28
−0.28 0.297+0.013

−0.013 0.068+0.057
−0.057

DESI+CC+DESY5 70.18+0.28
−0.28 0.297+0.013

−0.013 0.067+0.057
−0.057

CMB+DESI 69.03+0.48
−0.48 0.2979+0.0077

−0.0077 0.0013+0.0043
−0.0043

CMB+CC+DESI 69.00+0.47
−0.47 0.2984+0.0077

−0.0077 0.0011+0.0042
−0.0042

CMB+DESI+CC+Pan+(S) 73.78+0.14
−0.14 0.2414+0.0034

−0.0034 0.0257+0.0034
−0.0034

CMB+DESI+CC+Pan+ 68.71+0.44
−0.44 0.3036+0.0071

−0.0071 −0.0008+0.0041
−0.0041

CMB+DESI+CC+Union3 68.81+0.45
−0.45 0.3021+0.0074

−0.0074 −0.0002+0.0041
−0.0041

CMB+DESI+CC+DESY5 70.40+0.19
−0.19 0.2836+0.0045

−0.0045 0.0073+0.0035
−0.0035

Table II. 68% CL constraints on the model parameters of the
present interacting scenario considering DESI DR2 and its
inclusion with various datasets.

83] excluding the data points affected by peculiar
velocity corrections [84]. We analyze two cases:
Pan+(S), using the fiducial SNIa magnitude (M)
from SH0ES (Supernova H0 for the Equation of
State of Dark energy) Cepheid host distances [85],
and Pan+, where SH0ES calibration is removed,
considering the apparent magnitude to constrain
absolute magnitude of SNIa; (ii) Union3 dataset
consisting 2087 SNIa [86]; (iii) five-year dataset
of Dark Energy Survey (labeled as DES-Y5),
covering the redshift range 0.025 < z < 1.3 [87],
along with 194 low-redshift SNeIa in the range
0.025 < z < 0.1 [88–91].

• Cosmic microwave background (CMB) shift pa-
rameter (R), a compressed representation of CMB
data [92] inferred from the concordance ΛCDM
model, as reported in Table I of [93].2

We perform the Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC)
analyses using the publicly available python package

2 As argued in Ref. [94], CMB shift parameter may serve as a
robust alternative of CMB full data, providing consistent and
unbiased constraints.

emcee3 [95] in order to constrain the parameter space
of the underlying interacting scenario. For our param-
eter inference, we adopt a broad uniform prior, H0 ∼
U(60, 90), Ωdm,0 ∼ U(0, 1) and δ0 ∼ U(−3, 3). For the
visualization of the MCMC chains, we use the widely
known getdist4 package [96].

The results are summarized in Tables II and III. Addi-
tionally, in Fig. 1 we present the corresponding likelihood
contours, while in Fig. 2 we display the Whisker plot
for the interaction parameter δ0, for the various datasets
used in our analysis.

In particular, in Table II we show the constraints on
the model parameters considering DESI alone, as well
as its combination with other datasets. In the first half
of Table II we place the constraints for the non-CMB
datasets, while the last half of Table II shows the con-
straints when CMB data is included. One can see that
for DESI alone and DESI+CC, the interaction param-
eter δ0 is consistent with zero within 68% CL, thus no
interaction is favored. However, when SNIa datasets are
independently added to DESI (and DESI+CC), a non-
zero interaction appears.

Considering both DESI+Pan+(S) and
DESI+CC+Pan+(S), we notice an evidence of in-
teraction at more than 3σ, and since δ0 < 0 this suggests
that DM decays to DE. However, the interaction
strength is also affected by the presence of Cepheid
host distances, since due to the presence of the Cepheid
calibrators, H0 assumes a higher value, and due to the
existing anti-correlation between H0 and Ωdm,0, higher
value of H0 naturally leads to lower value of Ωdm,0,
which in turn results to a negative δ0, that is non-null
at many standard deviations. On the other hand, for
DESI+Pan+, DESI+Union3 and DESI+CC+Union3,
we find that δ0 is positive and non-zero at slightly more
than 1σ. This implies a mild evidence of the interaction,
and the energy flow from DE to DM is favored at more
than 1σ in the presence of the Union3 dataset. The
results for DESI+DESY5 and DESI+CC+DESY5 are
also similar to the earlier case with Pan+ and Union3.
Hence, this implies again an evidence of interaction
together with an energy transfer from DE to DM
at slightly more than 1σ. We also notice that CC
dataset does not add any constraining power, since the
constraints from DESI+SNIa and DESI+CC+SNIa are
almost identical for all the SNIa datasets (see the upper
graph of Fig. 1).

Finally, we mention here that the inclusion of CMB
with DESI and other datasets, significantly affects the
resulting picture (note that since in our model we ex-
clude baryons, as we focus on the universe dark sectors,
during the analyses with CMB we considered the approx-
imation where Ωm,0 ∼ Ωdm,0). We find that the inclu-
sion of CMB reduces the mean value of δ0 regardless of

3 https://github.com/dfm/emcee
4 https://github.com/cmbant/getdist

https://github.com/dfm/emcee
https://github.com/cmbant/getdist
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Figure 1. One-dimensional marginalized posterior distribu-
tions and two-dimensional joint contours of the model pa-
rameters considering various datasets without CMB (upper
graph) and and with CMB (lower graph). The horizontal and
the vertical dotted lines displayed in both graphs correspond
to δ0 = 0 (no-interaction). Since the constrained values of
H0 and δ0 are significantly high for the datasets in presence
of Pan+(S), for presentation improvement we have omitted
them from the main plot, as their inclusion renders the vari-
ations across different datasets negligible.

0.3

0.2

0.1

0.0

0.1

0.2

DES
I

DES
I+CC

DES
I+Pan

+(S)

DES
I+CC+Pan

+(S)

DES
I+Pan

+

DES
I+CC+Pan

+

DES
I+Unio

n3

DES
I+CC+Unio

n3

DES
I+DES

Y5

DES
I+CC+DES

Y5

CMB+DES
I

CMB+CC+DES
I

CMB+DES
I+CC+Pan

+(S)

CMB+DES
I+CC+Pan

+

CMB+DES
I+CC+Unio

n3

CMB+DES
I+CC+DES

Y5

0.00

0.01

0.02

0.03

0

Figure 2. Whisker plot of δ0, with the 68% CL constraints,
for various datasets used in our analysis.

the other datasets, and δ0 is shifted towards zero (see
the lower graph of Fig. 1), hence only for Pan+(S) and
DESY5 we obtain evidence of interaction. In particular,
CMB+DESI+CC+DESY5 exhibits an evidence of inter-
action at ∼ 2σ with δ0 > 0, hence suggesting an energy
flow from DE to DM. On the other hand, in presence of
Pan+(S) with CMB the evidence of interaction is trig-
gered, and our earlier explanation regarding the Cepheid
calibrators hold in this case too.

We close this section by performing a statistical
comparison of the interacting dark energy scenario
with the standard non-interacting case, namely the
ΛCDM paradigm, applying the Akaike Information Cri-
terion (AIC) [97], the Bayesian Information Criterion
(BIC) [98],5 and the Bayesian evidence analysis quan-
tified through lnZ [99]. The level of support for the
model is assessed using ∆AIC. If ∆AIC < 2 (espe-
cially < 0), the model is strongly favored; between 4
and 7 indicates less support, and when ∆AIC > 10 sug-
gests no support for the model over the reference model
[100]. Additionally, ∆BIC is used to assess the strength
of evidence: values < 2 provide no distinguishable evi-
dence, 2 < ∆BIC < 6 suggest mild to positive evidence,
6 < ∆BIC < 10 suggest strong evidence, and values > 10
provide very strong evidence, increasing the likelihood of
rejecting the given model in favor of the reference model
[101]. Finally, for Bayesian evidence analysis we employ

5 The AIC is defined as: AIC ≡ −2 lnLmax + 2k, while the BIC
is given by BIC ≡ −2 lnLmax + k lnN , where Lmax, k and N
represent the maximum likelihood of the model, the number of
free parameters and the total number of data points, respectively.
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Dataset Model χ2
min ∆χ2

min AIC ∆AIC BIC ∆BIC lnZ ∆ lnZ

DESI+CC+Pan+ (S)
Our-model 1552.10 −20.24 1558.10 −18.24 1574.30 −12.84 −788.929 −6.504

ΛCDM 1572.34 − 1576.34 − 1587.14 − −795.433 −

DESI+CC+Pan+
Our-model 1428.24 −3.2 1436.24 −1.2 1457.84 4.2 −729.843 1.094

ΛCDM 1431.44 − 1437.44 − 1453.64 − −728.749 −

DESI+CC+Union3
Our-model˜ 52.12 −3.13 58.12 −1.13 64.82 1.11 −37.176 1.658

ΛCDM 55.25 − 59.25 − 63.72 − −35.518 −

DESI+CC+DESY5
Our-model 1697.40 −1.3 1703.40 0.70 1720.01 6.23 −860.866 2.390

ΛCDM 1698.70 − 1702.70 − 1713.78 − −858.476 −

CMB+DESI+CC+Pan+ (S)
Our-model 1576.81 −56.81 1582.81 −54.51 1599.01 −49.41 −804.261 −21.995

ΛCDM 1633.62 − 1637.62 − 1648.42 − −826.256 −

CMB+DESI+CC+Pan+
Our-model 1431.50 −0.03 1439.50 1.97 1461.11 7.37 −734.794 5.956

ΛCDM 1431.53 − 1437.53 − 1453.74 − −728.838 −

CMB+DESI+CC+Union3
Our-model 55.26 0.01 61.26 2.01 68.01 4.27 −41.995 5.947

ΛCDM 55.25 − 59.25 − 63.74 − −36.048 −

CMB+DESI+CC+DESY5
Our-model 1698.42 −4.34 1704.42 −2.34 1721.032 3.20 −864.630 3.976

ΛCDM 1702.76 − 1706.76 − 1717.83 − −860.654 −

Table III. Summary of ∆χ2
min, ∆XIC (X = A or B), lnZ for several combined datasets. Negative values of ∆χ2

min, ∆XIC, and
∆lnZ indicate that the interacting dark energy scenario is preferred over the ΛCDM reference model.

the cosmological package dynesty [102] and we interpret
the results using revised Jeffreys’ scale [101]. A differ-
ence in log evidence |∆ lnZ| ≲ 1 indicates inconclusive
results, 1 ≲ |∆ lnZ| ≲ 3 corresponds to a moderate evi-
dence, and 3 ≲ |∆ lnZ| ≲ 5 indicates strong evidence.

We selected the combined datasets DESI+CC+SN and
CMB+DESI+CC+SN, which include all the datasets to-
gether, in order to gain the maximal idea regarding sup-
port of the model with respect to the ΛCDM model.
In Table III we show ∆χ2

min ≡ χ2
min (Model) − χ2

min

(ΛCDM); ∆XIC ≡ XIC (Model) − XIC (ΛCDM) where
X stands for A and B; and ∆ lnZ ≡ lnZ (ΛCDM) −
lnZ (Model). Now, following the above convention, the
interaction model provides a better fit over the ΛCDM
if ∆χ2

min < 0, ∆XIC < 0 and lnZ < 0. As we
see, ∆χ2 < 0 across all datasets (∆χ2

min ∼ 0.01 for
CMB+DESI+CC+Union3 is actually inconclusive ac-
cording to the χ2-statistic), and hence this criterion is in
favor of the interaction model over the ΛCDM paradigm.
On the other hand, according to AIC, for some of the
combined datasets the interaction is favored over ΛCDM
scenario, however according to the other two criteria
ΛCDM cosmology remains favored over the interact-
ing scenario. It should be noted that the inclusion of
SH0ES provides more stringent results in favor of inter-
action, while disfavoring ΛCDM, a trend evident in cur-
rent works, as noted in Ref. [103–107]. In summary, the
above observational confrontation and model comparison
puts a question mark on the overall selection between the
interaction model and the ΛCDM paradigm.

IV. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

In this letter we considered a general interacting sce-
nario between DM and DE, quantified through the devia-
tion from the standard scaling of the DM energy density,
ρdm ∝ a−3+δ(a) where δ(a) = const . Considering the
most basic interacting scenario in which DM is pressure-
less and DE is the vacuum energy density, we constrained
the scenario employing the latest astronomical probes in-
cluding CC, BAO from DESI DR2, SNIa datasets (Pan+,
Union3, DESY5) and CMB distance prior from Planck
2018. According to our results, a mild interaction in the
dark sector is suggested at more than 1σ when DESI
DR2 is added with the SNIa datasets. The inclusion of
CC with DESI+SN does not add significant constraining
power. However, the presence of CMB in the combined
datasets with DESI affects the constraints. As we no-
ticed, in presence of DESY5 an evidence of interaction in
the dark sector at ∼ 2σ is found, and this evidence in-
creases quite significantly in presence of Pan+(S). How-
ever, comparison with ΛCDM scenario through AIC, BIC
and Bayesian analysis, reveals a mixed picture, where for
some datasets AIC favors the interaction but the other
two criteria favor ΛCDM cosmology, while some other
datasets, such as the cases with Pan+(S), always favor
interaction over ΛCDM.

Our results may reveal evidence of interaction in the
dark sector. The evidence of interaction may increase
once δ(a) is considered to be time-varying, which is the
most general case, or if a different interaction function is
assumed [108, 109], or if DE is considered to be more gen-
eral than simple vacuum energy. We mention that since
the interaction may lead to an effective DM equation-
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of-state parameter deviating from zero, which may lead
to the possibility of a non-cold DM [110], the fact that
DESI DR2 favors dynamical DE [81] perhaps leads to
an evidence of interaction together with a non-cold DM.
The question whether the dark sectors interact mutually
remains open.
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