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The present work is an example of the application of the dynamical system analysis in the context
of cosmology. Here cosmic evolution is considered in the background of homogeneous and isotropic
flat Friedmann-Lemâıtre-Robertson-Walker space-time with interacting dark energy and varying
mass dark matter as the matter content. The DE is chosen as phantom scalar field with self-
interacting potential while the DM is in the form of dust. The potential of the scalar field and the
mass function of dark matter are chosen as exponential or power-law form or in their product form.
Using suitable dimensionless variables the Einstein field equations and the conservation equations
constitute an autonomous system. The stability of the non-hyperbolic critical points are analyzed
by using center manifold theory. Finally, cosmological phase transitions have been detected through
bifurcation analysis which has been done by Poincaré index theory.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The unexpected accelerated expansion of the universe as predicted by recent series of observations is speculated
by cosmologist as a smooth transition from decelerated era in recent past [1–5]. The cosmologists are divided in
opinion about the cause of this transition. One group has the opinion of modification of the gravity theory while
others are in favour introducing exotic matter component. Due to two severe drawbacks [6] of the cosmological
constant as a DE candidate dynamical DE models namely quintessence field (canonical scalar field), phantom
field [7–11] (ghost scalar field) or a unifield model named quintom [12–14] are popular in the literature.

However, a new cosmological problem arises due to the dynamical nature of the DE although vacuum energy
and DM scale independently during cosmic evolution but why their energy densities are nearly equal today.
To resolve this coincidence problem cosmologists introduce interaction between the DE and DM. As the choice
of this interaction is purely phenomenological so various models appear to match the observational prediction.
Although these models may resolve the above coincidence problem but a non-trivial, almost tuned sequence of
cosmological eras [15] appear as a result. Further, the interacting phantom DE models [16–22] deal with some
special coupling forms, alleviating the coincidence problem.

Alternatively cosmologists put forward with a special type of interaction between DE and DM where the DM
particles has variable mass, depending on the scalar field representing the DE [23]. Such type of interacting
model is physically more sound as scalar field dependent varying mass model appears in string theory or scalar-
tensor theory [24]. This type of interacting model in cosmology considers mass variation as linear [23, 25, 26],
power law [27] or exponential [28–34] on the scalar field. Among these the exponential dependence is most
suitable as it not only solves the coincidence problem but also gives stable scaling behaviour.

In the present work, varying mass interacting DE/DM model is considered in the background of homogeneous
and isotropic space-time model. Due to highly coupled nonlinear nature of the Einstein field equations it is
not possible to have any analytic solution. So by using suitable dimensionless variables the field equations are
converted to an autonomous system. The phase space analysis of non-hyperbolic equilibrium points has been
done by center manifold theory (CMT) for various choices of the mass functions and the scalar field potentials.
The paper is organized as follows: Section II deals with basic equations for the varying mass interacting dark
energy and dark matter cosmological model. Autonomous system is formed and critical points are determined
in Section III. Also stability analysis of all critical points for various choices of the involving parameters are
shown in this section. Possible bifurcation scenarios [35–37] by Poincaré index theory and global cosmological
evolution have been examined in Section IV. Finally, brief discussion and important concluding remarks of the
present work is proposed in Section V.

II. VARYING MASS INTERACTING DARK ENERGY AND DARK MATTER COSMOLOGICAL
MODEL : BASIC EQUATIONS

Throughout this paper, we assume a homogeneous and isotropic universe with the flat Friedmann-Lemâıtre-
Robertson-Walker (FLRW) metric as follows:

ds2 = −dt2 + a2(t) dΣ2, (1)

where ‘t’ is the comoving time; a(t) is the scale factor; dΣ2 is the 3D flat space line element.
The Friedmann equations in the background of flat FLRW metric can be expressed as

3H2 = k2(ρφ + ρ
DM

), (2)

2Ḣ = −k2(ρφ + pφ + ρ
DM

), (3)

where ‘·’ denotes the derivative with respect to t; κ(=
√

8πG) is the gravitational coupling; {ρφ, pφ} are the
energy density and thermodynamic pressure of the phantom scalar field φ (considered as DE) having expressions

ρφ = −1

2
φ̇2 + V (φ),

pφ = −1

2
φ̇2 − V (φ),

(4)

and ρ
DM

is the energy density for the dark matter in the form of dust having expression

ρ
DM

= M
DM

(φ)n
DM

, (5)
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where n
DM

, the number density [38] for DM satisfies the number conservation equation

ṅ
DM

+ 3Hn
DM

= 0. (6)

Now differentiating (5) and using (6) one has the DM conservation equation as

ρ̇
DM

+ 3Hρ
DM

=
d

dφ
{lnM

DM
(φ)} φ̇ρ

DM
, (7)

which shows that mass varying DM (in the form of dust) can be interpreted as a barotropic fluid with variable

equation of state : ω
DM

= d
dφ {lnMDM

(φ)} φ̇. Now due to Bianchi identity, using the Einstein field equations

(2) and (3) the conservation equation for DE takes the form

ρ̇φ + 3H(ρφ + pφ) = − d

dφ
{lnM

DM
(φ) } φ̇ρ

DM
. (8)

or using (4) one has

φ̈+ 3Hφ̇− ∂V

∂φ
=

d

dφ
{lnM

DM
(φ)} ρ

DM
. (9)

The combination of the conservation equations (7) and (8) for DM (dust) and phantom DE (scalar) shows
that the interaction between these two matter components depends purely on the mass variation, i.e., Q =
d
dφ {lnMDM

(φ)} ρ
DM

. So, if M
DM

is an increasing function of φ, i.e., Q > 0 then energy is exchanged from DE

to DM while in the opposite way if M
DM

is a decreasing function of φ. Further, combining equations (7) and
(8) the total matter ρtot = ρDM + ρDE satisfies

ρ̇tot + 3H(ρtot + ptot) = 0 (10)

with

ωtot =
pφ

ρφ + ρ
DM

= ωφΩφ. (11)

Here ωφ =
pφ
ρφ

is the equation of state parameter for phantom field and Ωφ =
ρφ
3H2

κ2

is the density parameter for

DE.

III. FORMATION OF AUTONOMOUS SYSTEM : CRITICAL POINT AND STABILITY
ANALYSIS

In the present work the dimensionless variables can be taken as [38]

x : =
κφ̇√
6H

, (12)

y : =
κ
√
V (φ)√
3H

, (13)

z : =

√
6

κφ
(14)

together with N = ln a and the expression of the cosmological parameters can be written as

Ωφ ≡
κ2ρφ
3H2

= −x2 + y2, (15)

ωφ =
−x2 − y2

−x2 + y2
(16)

and

ωtot = −x2 − y2. (17)
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For the scalar field potential we consider two well studied cases in the literature, namely the power-law

V (φ) = V0φ
−λ (18)

and the exponential dependence as

V (φ) = V1e
−κλφ. (19)

For the dark matter particle mass we also consider power-law

M
DM

(φ) = M0φ
−µ (20)

and the exponential dependence as

M
DM

(φ) = M1e
−κµφ, (21)

where V0, V1,M0,M1(> 0) and λ, µ are constant parameters. Here we study the dynamical analysis of this
cosmological system for five possible models. In Model 1 (III A) we consider V (φ) = V0φ

−λ,M
DM

(φ) = M0φ
−µ,

in Model 2 (III B) we consider V (φ) = V0φ
−λ,M

DM
(φ) = M1e

−κµφ, in Model 3 (III C) we consider V (φ) =
V1e
−κλφ,M

DM
(φ) = M0φ

−µ, in Model 4 (III D) we consider V (φ) = V1e
−κλφ,M

DM
(φ) = M1e

−κµφ and lastly in
Model 5 (III E) we consider V (φ) = V2φ

−λe−κλφ,M
DM

(φ) = M2φ
−µe−κµφ, where V2 = V0V1 and M2 = M0M1.

A. Model 1: Power-law potential and power-law-dependent dark-matter particle mass

In this consideration evolution equations in Section II can be converted to an autonomous system as follows

x′ = −3x+
3

2
x(1− x2 − y2)− λy2z

2
− µ

2
z(1 + x2 − y2), (22)

y′ =
3

2
y(1− x2 − y2)− λxyz

2
, (23)

z′ = −xz2, (24)

where ‘dash’ over a variable denotes differentiation with respect to N = ln a.

To obtain the stability analysis of the critical points corresponding to the autonomous system (22− 24), we
consider four possible choices of µ and λ as (i) µ 6= 0 and λ 6= 0, (ii) µ 6= 0 and λ = 0, (iii) µ = 0 and λ 6= 0,
(iv) µ = 0 and λ = 0.

Case-(i) µ 6= 0 and λ 6= 0

In this case we have three real and physically meaningful critical points A1(0, 0, 0), A2(0, 1, 0) and A3(0,−1, 0).
First we determine the Jacobian matrix at these critical points corresponding to the autonomous system (22−24).
Then we shall find the eigenvalues and corresponding eigenvectors of the Jacobian matrix. After that we shall
obtain the nature of the vector field near the origin for every critical points. If the critical point is hyperbolic
in nature we use Hartman-Grobman theorem and if the critical point is non-hyperbolic in nature we use Center
Manifold Theory [39]. At every critical points the eigenvalues of the Jacobian matrix corresponding to the
autonomous system (22− 24), value of cosmological parameters and the nature of the critical points are shown
in Table I.

1. Critical Point A1

The Jacobian matrix at the critical point A1 can be put as

J(A1) =


− 3

2 0 −µ2
0 3

2 0

0 0 0

 . (25)

The eigenvalues of J(A1) are − 3
2 , 3

2 and 0. [1, 0, 0]T , [0, 1, 0]T and [−µ3 , 0, 1]T are the eigenvectors corresponding

to the eigenvalues − 3
2 , 3

2 and 0 respectively. Since the critical point A1 is non-hyperbolic in nature, so we use
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TABLE I: Table shows the eigenvalues, cosmological parameters and nature of the critical points corresponding to each critical
points (A1 −A3).

Critical Points λ1 λ2 λ3 Ωφ ωφ ωtot q Nature of critical points

A1(0, 0, 0) − 3
2

3
2

0 0 Undetermined 0 1
2

Non-hyperbolic

A2(0, 1, 0) −3 −3 0 1 −1 −1 −1 Non-hyperbolic

A3(0,−1, 0) −3 −3 0 1 −1 −1 −1 Non-hyperbolic

Center Manifold Theory for analyzing the stability of this critical point. From the entries of the Jacobian matrix
we can see that there is a linear term of z corresponding to the eqn.(22) of the autonomous system (22 − 24).
But the eigen value 0 of the Jacobian matrix (25) is corresponding to (24). So we have to introduce another
coordinate system (X, Y, Z) in terms of (x, y, z). By using the eigenvectors of the Jacobian matrix (25), we
introduce the following coordinate system 

X

Y

Z

 =


1 0 µ

3

0 1 0

0 0 1



x

y

z

 (26)

and in these new coordinate system the equations (22− 24) are transformed into
X ′

Y ′

Z ′

 =


− 3

2 0 0

0 3
2 0

0 0 0



X

Y

Z

+


non

linear

terms

 . (27)

By Center Manifold Theory there exists a continuously differentiable function h:R→R2 such that

h(Z) =

X
Y

 =

a1Z2 + a2Z
3 + a3Z

4 +O(Z5)

b1Z
2 + b2Z

3 + a3Z
4 +O(Z5)

 . (28)

Differentiating both side with respect to N , we get

X ′ = (2a1Z + 3a2Z
2 + 4a3Z

3)Z ′, (29)

Y ′ = (2b1Z + 3b2Z
2 + 4b3Z

3)Z ′, (30)

where ai, bi ∈ R. We only concern about the non-zero coefficients of the lowest power terms in CMT as we
analyze arbitrary small neighbourhood of the origin. Comparing coefficients corresponding to power of Z we

get, a1=0, a2 = 2µ2

27 , a3 = 0 and bi=0 for all i. So, the center manifold is given by

X =
2µ2

27
Z3, (31)

Y = 0 (32)

and the flow on the Center manifold is determined by

Z ′ =
µ

3
Z3 +O(Z5). (33)

The flow on the center manifold depends on the sign of µ. If µ > 0 then Z ′ > 0 for Z > 0 and Z ′ < 0 for
Z < 0. Hence, we conclude that for µ > 0 the origin is a saddle node and unstable in nature (FIG.1(a)). Again
if µ < 0 then Z ′ < 0 for Z > 0 and Z ′ > 0 for Z < 0. So, we conclude that for µ < 0 the origin is a stable node,
i.e., stable in nature (FIG.1(b)).
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FIG. 1: Vector field near the origin for the critical point A1 in XZ-plane. L.H.S. figure is for µ > 0 and R.H.S. figure is for µ < 0.

2. Critical Point A2

The Jacobian matrix at A2 can be put as

J(A2) =


−3 0 −λ2

0 −3 0

0 0 0

 . (34)

The eigenvalues of the above matrix are −3, −3 and 0. [1, 0, 0]T and [0, 1, 0]T are the eigenvectors corresponding

to the eigenvalue −3 and
[
−λ6 , 0, 1

]T
be the eigenvector corresponding to the eigenvalue 0. Since the critical

point A2 is non-hyperbolic in nature, so we use Center Manifold Theory for analyzing the stability of this critical
point. We first transform the coordinates into a new system x = X, y = Y + 1, z = Z, such that the critical
point A2 moves to the origin. By using the eigenvectors of the Jacobian matrix J(A2), we introduce another
set of new coordinates (u, v, w) in terms of (X, Y, Z) as

u

v

w

 =


1 0 λ

6

0 1 0

0 0 1



X

Y

Z

 (35)

and in these new coordinates the equations (22− 24) are transformed into
u′

v′

w′

 =


−3 0 0

0 −3 0

0 0 0



u

v

w

+


non

linear

terms

 . (36)

By center manifold theory there exists a continuously differentiable function h:R→R2 such that

h(w) =

u
v

 =

a1w2 + a2w
3 +O(w4)

b1w
2 + b2w

3 +O(w4)

 . (37)

Differentiating both side with respect to N , we get

u′ = (2a1w + 3a2w
2)w′ +O(w3) (38)

v′ = (2b1w + 3b2w
2)w′ +O(w3) (39)
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FIG. 2: Vector field near the origin for the critical point A2 in (uw)-plane. L.H.S. figure is for λ > 0 and R.H.S. figure is for λ < 0.

FIG. 3: Vector field near the origin for the critical point A2 in (vw)-plane. L.H.S. figure is for λ > 0 and R.H.S. figure is for λ < 0.

where ai, bi ∈ R. We only concern about the non-zero coefficients of the lowest power terms in CMT as we
analyze arbitrary small neighbourhood of the origin. Comparing coefficients corresponding to power of w both

sides of (38) and (39), we get a1=0, a2 = λ2

108 and b1 = λ2

72 , b2 = 0. So, the center manifold can be written as

u =
λ2

108
w3, (40)

v =
λ2

72
w2 (41)

and the flow on the center manifold is determined by

w′ =
λ

6
w3 +O(w4). (42)

Here we see the center manifold and the flow on the center manifold is completely same as the center manifold
and the flow which was determined in [40] and the stability of the vector field near the origin depends on the
sign of λ. If λ < 0 then w′ < 0 for w > 0 and w′ > 0 for w < 0. So, for λ < 0 the origin is a stable node,
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i.e., stable in nature. Again if λ > 0 then w′ > 0 for w > 0 and w′ < 0 for w < 0. So, for λ > 0 the origin
is a saddle node, i.e., unstable in nature. The vector field near the origin are shown as in FIG.2 and FIG.3
separately for (wu)-plane and (wv)-plane respectively. As the new coordinate system (u, v, w) is topologically
equivalent to the old one, hence the origin in the new coordinate system, i.e., the critical point A2 in the old
coordinate system (x, y, z) is a stable node for λ < 0 and a saddle node for λ > 0.

3. Critical Point A3

The Jacobian matrix at the critical point A3 is same as (34). So, the eigenvalues and corresponding eigenvectors
are also same as above. Now we transform the coordinates into a new system x = X, y = Y − 1, z = Z, such
that the critical point is at the origin. Then by using the matrix transformation (35) and after putting similar
arguments as above, the expressions of the center manifold can be written as

u = − λ2

108
w3, (43)

v = −λ
2

72
w2 (44)

and the flow on the center manifold is determined by

w′ =
λ

6
w3 +O(w4). (45)

Here also the stability of the vector field near the origin depends on the sign of λ. Again as the expression of
the flow on the center manifold is same as (42). So we can conclude as above that for λ < 0 the origin is a
stable node,i.e., stable in nature and for λ > 0 the origin is unstable due to its saddle nature. The vector fields
near the origin on uw-plane and vw-plane are shown as in FIG.4 and FIG.5 respectively. Hence, the critical
point A3 is a stable node for λ < 0 and a saddle node for λ > 0.

FIG. 4: Vector field near the origin for the Critical point A3 in (uw)-plane. L.H.S. figure is for λ > 0 and R.H.S. figure is for λ < 0.
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FIG. 5: Vector field near the origin for the Critical point A3 in (vw)-plane. L.H.S. figure is for λ > 0 and R.H.S. figure is for λ < 0.

Case-(ii) µ 6= 0 and λ = 0

In this case the autonomous system (22− 24) changes into

x′ = −3x+
3

2
x(1− x2 − y2)− µ

2
z(1 + x2 − y2), (46)

y′ =
3

2
y(1− x2 − y2), (47)

z′ = −xz2. (48)

We have also three critical points corresponding to the above autonomous system, in which two are space of
critical points. The critical points for this autonomous system are C1(0, 0, 0), C2(0, 1, zc) and C3(0,−1, zc)
where zc is any real number. Corresponding to the critical points C0, C1 and C2 the eigenvalues of the Jacobian
matrix, value of cosmological parameters and the nature of the critical points are same as A1, A2 and A3

respectively.

1. Critical Point C1

The Jacobian matrix J(C1) for the autonomous system (46− 48) at this critical point is same as (25). So, all
the eigenvalues and the corresponding eigenvectors are also same as for J(C1). If we put forward argument like
the stability analysis of the critical point A1 then the center manifold can be expressed as (31 − 32) and the
flow on the center manifold is determined by (33). So the stability of the vector field near the origin is same as
for the critical point A1.

2. Critical Point C2

The Jacobian matrix at the critical point C2 can be put as

J(C2) =


−3 µzc 0

0 −3 0

−z2c 0 0

 . (49)

The eigenvalues of the above matrix are −3, −3, 0.
[
1, 0,

z2c
3

]T
and [0, 1, 0]T are the eigenvectors corresponding

to the eigenvalue -3 and [0, 0, 1]T be the eigenvector corresponding to the eigenvalue 0. To apply CMT for a
fixed zc, first we transform the coordinates into a new system x = X, y = Y + 1, z = Z + zc, such that the
critical point is at the origin and after that if we put forward argument as above to determine center manifold,
then the center manifold can be written as

X = 0, (50)

Y = 0 (51)
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and the flow on the center manifold is determined by

Z ′ = 0. (52)

So, the center manifold is lying on the Z-axis and the flow on the center manifold can not be determined by (52).
Now, if we project the vector field on the plane which is parallel to XY -plane, i.e., the plane Z = constant(say),
then the vector field is shown as in FIG.6. So every point on Z- axis is a stable star.

2. Critical Point C3

If we put forward argument as above to obtain the center manifold and the flow on the center manifold. Then
we will get the center manifold same as (50− 51) and the flow on the center manifold is determined by (52). In
this case also we will get the same vector field as FIG.6.

From the above discussion, firstly we have seen that the space of critical points C2 and C3 are non-hyperbolic
in nature but by using CMT we could not determine the vector field near those critical points and also the
flow on the vector field. So, in this case the last eqn.(48) of the autonomous system (46− 48) did not provide
any special behaviour. For this reason and as the expressions of Ωφ, ωφ and ωtotal depends only on x and
y coordinates, we want to take only the first two equations of the autonomous system (46 − 48) and try to
analyze the stability of the critical points which are lying on the plane, parallel to xy−plane, i.e., the plane
z = constant = c (say). In z = c plane the first two equations in (46− 48) can be written as

x′ = −3x+
3

2
x(1− x2 − y2)− µ

2
c(1 + x2 − y2), (53)

y′ =
3

2
y(1− x2 − y2). (54)

In this case we have five critical points corresponding to the autonomous system (53− 54). The set of critical
points, existence of critical points and the value of cosmological parameters are shown in Table II and the
eigenvalues and the nature of critical points are shown in Table III.

FIG. 6: Vector field near about every point on Z−axis for the critical points C2 and C3.
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TABLE II: Table shows the set of critical points, existence of critical points and the value of cosmological parameters corresponding
to the autonomous system (53− 54).

CPs Existence x y Ωφ ωφ ωtot q

E1 For all µ and c 0 1 1 −1 −1 − 1

E2 For all µ and c 0 − 1 1 − 1 −1 − 1

E3 For all µ and c −µc
3

0 −µ
2c2

9
− 1 −µ

2c2

9
1
2

(
1− µ2c2

3

)
E4

For c 6= 0 and
for all µ ∈

(
−∞,− 3

c

]
∪
[
3
c
,∞
) − 3

µc

√
1− 9

µ2c2

(
1− 18

µ2c2

)
µ2c2

18−µ2c2
−1 − 1

E5
For c 6= 0 and

for all µ ∈
(
−∞,− 3

c

]
∪
[
3
c
,∞
) − 3

µc
−
√

1− 9
µ2c2

(
1− 18

µ2c2

)
µ2c2

18−µ2c2
−1 − 1

TABLE III: Table shows the eigenvalues (λ1, λ2) of the Jacobian matrix corresponding to the critical points and the nature of all
critical points (E1 − E5).

Critical Points λ1 λ2 Nature of Critical points

E1 −3 −3 Hyperbolic

E2 −3 −3 Hyperbolic

E3 − 3
2

(
1 + µ2c2

9

)
3
2

(
1− µ2c2

9

) Non-hyperbolic for µc = ±3
and

hyperbolic for µc 6= ±3

E4
−3+

√
45− 324

µ2c2

2

−3−
√

45− 324
µ2c2

2

Non-hyperbolic for µc = ±3
and

hyperbolic for µc 6= ±3

E5
−3+

√
45− 324

µ2c2

2

−3−
√

45− 324
µ2c2

2

Non-hyperbolic for µc = ±3
and

hyperbolic for µc 6= ±3

For avoiding similar arguments which we have mentioned for analyzing the stability of the above critical
points, we only state the stability and the reason behind the stability of these critical points in a tabular form,
which is shown as in Table IV. Note that µc ≥ 3 and µc ≤ −3 be the domain of existence of the critical point
E4 and E5. For this reason we did not determine the stability analysis of the critical points E4 and E5 for
µc ∈ (−3, 3).
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TABLE IV: Table shows the stability and the reason behind the stability of the critical points (E1 − E5)

CPs Stability Reason behind the stability

E1, E2 Both are stable star
As both eigenvalues λ1 and λ2 are negative and equal. By Hartman-
Grobman theorem we can conclude that the critical points E1 and

E2 both are stable star.

E3

Stable node for µc = −3,
saddle node for µc = 3 ,

stable node for µc > 3 or, < −3,
saddle node for −3 < µc < 3

For µc = −3 :
After shifting the this critical point into the origin by taking the
transformation x = X − µc

3
, y = Y and by using CMT, the CM

is given by X = Y 2 +O(Y 4) and the flow on the CM is determined
by Y ′ = − 3

2
Y 3 +O(Y 5). Y ′ < 0 while Y > 0 and for Y < 0, Y ′ > 0.

So, the critical point E3 is a stable node (FIG.7(a)).

For µc = 3 :
The center manifold is given by X = −Y 2 +O(Y 4) and the flow on

the center manifold is determined by Y ′ = 3
2
Y 3 +O(Y 5). Y ′ < 0

while Y < 0 and for Y > 0, Y ′ > 0. So, the critical point E3 is a
saddle node (FIG.7(b)).

For µc > 3 or, µc < −3:
Both of the eigenvalues λ1 and λ2 are negative and unequal. So by
Hartman-Grobman theorem the critical point E3 is a stable node.

For −3 < µc < 3 :
λ1 is negative and λ2 is positive. So by Hartman-Grobman theorem

the critical point E3 is unstable node.

E4, E5

Both are stable node for µc = −3,
saddle node for µc = 3,

stable node for µc > 3 or, < −3

For µc = 3 and µc = −3:
The expression of the center manifold and the flow on the center

manifold is same as the expressions for µc = −3 and µc = −3
cases respectively for E3.

For µc > 3, or < −3:
Both of the eigenvalues λ1 and λ2 are negative and unequal.

Hence, by Hartman-Grobman theorem we can conclude that the critical
points E4 and E5 both are unstable in nature.

Case-(iii) µ = 0 and λ 6= 0

In this case the autonomous system (22− 24) changes into

x′ = −3x+
3

2
x(1− x2 − y2)− λy2z

2
, (55)

y′ =
3

2
y(1− x2 − y2)− λxyz

2
, (56)

z′ = −xz2. (57)

Corresponding to the above autonomous system we have three space of critical points P1(0, 0, zc), P2(0, 1, 0)
and P3(0,−1, 0) where zc is any real number. The value of cosmological parameters, eigenvalues of the Jacobian
matrix at those critical points corresponding to the autonomous system (55 − 57) and the nature of critical
points P1, P2 and P3 are same as for the critical points A1, A2 and A3 respectively, shown as in Table I.
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FIG. 7: Vector field near near the origin for the critical point E3. L.H.S. for µc = 3 and R.H.S. for µc = −3.

1. Critical Point P1

The Jacobian matrix at the critical point P1 can be put as

J(P1) =


− 3

2 0 0

0 3
2 0

−z2c 0 0

 . (58)

The eigenvalues of the above matrix are − 3
2 , 3

2 and 0 and
[
1, 0, 23z

2
c

]T
, [0, 1, 0]T and [0, 0, 1]T are the correspond-

ing eigenvectors respectively. For a fixed zc, first we shift the critical point P0 to the origin by the coordinate
transformation x = X, y = Y and z = Z + zc, if we put forward argument as above for non-hyperbolic critical
points. Then, the center manifold can be written as (50−51) and the flow on the center manifold is determined
by (52). Similarly as above (the discussion of stability for the critical point C2) we can conclude that the
center manifold for the critical point P1 is also lying in the Z−axis but flow on the center manifold can not
be determined. Now, if we project the vector field on the plane which is parallel to XY -plane, i.e., the plane
Z = constant(say), then the vector field is shown as in FIG.8. So every point on Z- axis is a saddle node.

Again if we want to obtain the stability of the critical points in the plane which is parallel to xy-plane, i.e.,
z = constant = c(say), then we only take the first two equations (55) and (56) of the autonomous system
(55− 57) and also replace z by c in those two equations. After that we can see that there exists three real and

physically meaningful hyperbolic critical points B1(0, 0), B2

(
−λc6 ,

√
1 + λ2c2

36

)
and B3

(
−λc6 ,−

√
1 + λ2c2

36

)
.

So by obtaining the eigenvalues of the Jacobian matrix corresponding to the autonomous system at those critical
points and using Hartman-Grobman theorem we only state the stability of all critical points and also write the
value of cosmological parameters corresponding to these critical points in tabular form, which is shown as in
Table V.

For the critical points P2 and P3 we have the same Jacobian matrix (34) and if we will take the similar
transformations (shifting and matrix) and then by using the similar arguments as A2 and A3 respectively, we
conclude that the the stability of P2 and P3 is same as A2 and A3 respectively.
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FIG. 8: Vector field near about every point on Z−axis for the critical point P1.

TABLE V: Table shows the eigenvalues (λ1, λ2) of the Jacobian matrix, stability and value of cosmological parameters corresponding
to the critical points and the nature of all critical points (B1 −B3).

Critical Points λ1 λ2 Stability Ωφ ωφ ωtot q

B1 − 3
2

3
2

Stable star 0 Undetermined 0 1
2

B2, B3 −3
(

1 + λ2c2

18

)
−3
(

1 + λ2c2

36

) Stable star for λc = 0
and

stable node for λc 6= 0
1 −

(
1 + λ2c2

18

)
−
(

1 + λ2c2

18

)
−
(

1 + λ2c2

12

)

Case-(iv) µ = 0 and λ = 0

In this case the autonomous system (22− 24) changes into

x′ = −3x+
3

2
x(1− x2 − y2), (59)

y′ =
3

2
y(1− x2 − y2), (60)

z′ = −xz2. (61)

Corresponding to the above autonomous system we have three space of critical points S1(0, 0, zc), S2(0, 1, zc)
and S3(0,−1, zc) where zc is any real number, which are exactly same as C1, C2 and C3. In this case also all
critical points are non-hyperbolic in nature. By taking the possible shifting transformations (for S1 (x = X, y =
Y, z = Z + zc), for S2 (x = X, y = Y + 1, z = Z + zc) and for S3 (x = X, y = Y − 1, z = Z + zc) ) as above
we can conclude that for all critical points the center manifold is given by (50− 51) and the flow on the center
manifold is determined by (52), i.e., for all critical points the center manifold is lying on the Z-axis. Again if
we plot the vector field in Z = constant plane, we can see that for the critical point S1 every points on Z-axis
is a saddle node (same as FIG.8) and for S2 and S3 every points on Z-axis is a stable star (same as FIG.6).
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B. Model 2: Power-law potential and exponentially-dependent dark-matter particle mass

In this consideration evolution equations in Section II can be converted to the autonomous system as follows

x′ = −3x+
3

2
x(1− x2 − y2)− λy2z

2
−
√

3

2
µ(1 + x2 − y2), (62)

y′ =
3

2
y(1− x2 − y2)− λxyz

2
, (63)

z′ = −xz2, (64)

We have five critical points L1, L2, L3, L4 and L5 corresponding to the above autonomous system. The set of
critical points, their existence and the value of cosmological parameters at those critical points are shown as
in Table VI and the eigenvalues of the Jacobian matrix corresponding to the autonomous system (62 − 64) at
those critical points and the nature of the critical points are shown in Table VII.

Here we only concern about the stability of the critical points for µ 6= 0 and λ 6= 0 because for another
possible cases we will get the similar types result which we have obtained for Model 1.

TABLE VI: Table shows the set of critical points and their existence, value of cosmological parameters corresponding to that critical
points.

Critical Points Existence x y z Ωφ ωφ ωtot q

L1 For all µ and λ 0 1 0 1 −1 −1 −1

L2 For all µ and λ 0 −1 0 1 −1 −1 −1

L3

For all

µ ∈
(
−∞,−

√
3
2

]
∪
[√

3
2
,∞
)

and all λ

− 1
µ

√
3
2

√
1− 3

2µ2 0 1− 3
µ2

µ2

3−µ2 −1 −1

L4

For all

µ ∈
(
−∞,−

√
3
2

]
∪
[√

3
2
,∞
)

and all λ

− 1
µ

√
3
2
−
√

1− 3
2µ2 0 1− 3

µ2
µ2

3−µ2 −1 −1

L5 For all µ and λ −
√

2
3
µ 0 0 − 2

3
µ2 1 − 2

3
µ2 1

2

(
1− 2µ2

)

1. Critical Point L1

The Jacobian matrix corresponding to the autonomous system (62− 64) at the critical point L1 can be put as

J(L1) =


−3
√

6µ −λ2
0 −3 0

0 0 0

 . (65)

The eigenvalues of J(L1) are −3, −3, 0 and [1, 0, 0]T ,
[
−λ6 , 0, 1

]T
are the eigenvectors corresponding to the

eigenvalues −3 and 0 respectively. Since the algebraic multiplicity corresponding to the eigenvalue −3 is 2 but
the dimension of the eigenspace corresponding to that eigenvalue is 1, i.e., algebraic multiplicity and geometric
multiplicity corresponding to the eigenvalue −3 are not equal to each other. So, the Jacobian matrix J(L1)
is not diagonalizable. To determine the center manifold for this critical point there only arises a problem for
presence of the nonzero element in the top position of third column of the Jacobian matrix. First we take the
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TABLE VII: The eigenvalues (λ1, λ2, λ3) of the Jacobian matrix corresponding to the autonomous system (62−64) at those critical
points (L1 − L5) and the nature of the critical points

Critical Points λ1 λ2 λ3 Nature of critical Points

L1 −3 −3 0 Non-hyperbolic

L2 −3 −3 0 Non-hyperbolic

L3 − 3
2

(
1 + 1

µ

√
−6 + 5µ2

)
− 3

2

(
1− 1

µ

√
−6 + 5µ2

)
0 Non-hyperbolic

L4 − 3
2

(
1 + 1

µ

√
−6 + 5µ2

)
− 3

2

(
1− 1

µ

√
−6 + 5µ2

)
0 Non-hyperbolic

L5 − 3
2

3
2

0 Non-hyperbolic

coordinate transformation x = X, y = Y + 1, z = Z which shift the critical point L1 to the origin. Now we
introduce another coordinate system which will remove the term in the top position of the third column. Since,
there are only two linearly independent eigenvectors, so we have to obtain another linearly independent column
vector that will help to construct the new coordinate system. Since, [0, 1, 0]T be the column vector which is
linearly independent to the eigenvectors of J(L1). The new coordinate system (u, v, w) can be written in terms
of (X,Y, Z) as (35) and in these new coordinate system the equations (62− 64) are transformed into

u′

v′

w′

 =


−3
√

6µ 0

0 −3 0

0 0 0



u

v

w

+


non

linear

terms

 . (66)

By similar arguments which we have derived in the stability analysis of the critical point A2, the center manifold
can be written as (40-41) and the flow on the center manifold is determined by (42). As the expression of center
manifold and the flow are same as for the critical point A2. So the stability of the critical point L1 is same as
the stability of A2.

2. Critical Point L2

After shifting the critical points to the origin (by taking the shifting transformations (x = X, y = Y − 1, z = Z)
and the matrix transformation (35)) and by putting the forward arguments which we have mentioned for the
analysis of L1, the center manifold can be expressed as (43−44) and the flow on the center manifold is determined
by (45). So the stability of the critical point L2 is same as the stability of A3.

3. Critical Point L3

The Jacobian matrix corresponding to the autonomous system (62− 64) at the critical point L3 can be put as

J(L3) =



− 9
2µ2

√
1− 3

2µ2

(
3
µ

√
3
2 +
√

6µ
)
−λ2

(
1− 3

2µ2

)
3
µ

√
3
2

√
1− 3

2µ2 −3
(

1− 3
2µ2

)
λ
2µ

√
3
2

√
1− 3

2µ2

0 0 0


. (67)

The eigenvalues corresponding to the Jacobian matrix J(L3) are shown in Table.VII. From the existence of the
critical point L3 we can conclude that the eigenvalues of J(L3) always real. Since the critical point L3 exists
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for µ ≤ −
√

3
2 or µ ≥

√
3
2 , our aim is to define the stability in all possible regions of µ for at least one choice of

µ in these region. For this reason we will define the stability at four possible choices of µ. We first determine

the stability of this critical point at µ = ±
√

3
2 . Then for µ < −

√
3
2 , we shall determine the stability of L3 at

µ = −
√

3 and for µ >
√

3
2 , we shall determine the stability of L3 at µ =

√
3.

For µ = ±
√

3
2 , the Jacobian matrix J(L3) converts into−3 0 0

0 0 0
0 0 0


and as the critical point L3 converts into (∓1, 0, 0), first we take the transformation x = X ∓ 1, y = Y, z = Z so
that L3 moves into the origin. As the critical point is non-hyperbolic in nature we use CMT for determining
the stability of this critical point. From center manifold theory there exist a continuously differentiable function
h :R2→R such that X = h(Y,Z) = aY 2 + bY Z + cZ2 + higher order terms, where a, b, c ε R.
Now differentiating both side with respect to N , we get

dX

dN
= [2aY + bZ bY + 2cZ]

 dYdN
dZ
dN

 (68)

Comparing L.H.S. and R.H.S. of (68) we get, a = 1, b = 0 and c = 0, i.e., the center manifold can be written as

X = ±Y 2 + higher order terms (69)

and the flow on the center manifold is determined by

dY

dN
= ±λ

2
Y Z + higher order terms, (70)

dZ

dN
= ±Z2 + higher order terms. (71)

We only concern about the non-zero coefficients of the lowest power terms in CMT as we analyze arbitrary
small neighborhood of the origin and here the lowest power term of the expression of center manifold depends
only on Y . So, we draw the vector field near the origin only on XY -plane, i.e., the nature of the vector field
implicitly depends on Z not explicitly. Now we try to write the flow equations (70−71) in terms of Y only. For
this reason, we divide the corresponding sides of (70) by the corresponding sides of (71) and then we will get

dY

dZ
=
λ

2

Y

Z

=⇒ Z =

(
Y

C

)2/λ

, where C is a positive arbitrary constant

After substituting this any of (70) or (71), we get

dY

dN
=

λ

2C2/λ
Y 1+2/λ (72)

As the power of Y can not be negative or fraction, so we have only two choices of λ, λ = 1 or λ = 2. For λ = 1

or, λ = 2 both of the cases the origin is a saddle node, i.e., unstable in nature (FIG.9 is for µ =
√

3
2 and FIG.10

is for µ = −
√

3
2 ). Hence, for µ = ±

√
3
2 , in the old coordinate system the critical point L3 is unstable due to its

saddle nature.

For µ =
√

3, the Jacobian matrix J(L3) converts into
− 3

2
9
2 −

λ
4

3
2 −

3
2

λ
4

0 0 0

 .
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FIG. 9: Vector field near the origin when µ =
√

3
2

, for the critical point L3. L.H.S. phase plot is for λ = 1 and R.H.S. phase plot

is for λ = 2.

FIG. 10: Vector field near the origin when µ = −
√

3
2

, for the critical point L3. L.H.S. phase plot is for λ = 1 and R.H.S. phase

plot is for λ = 2.

The eigenvalues of the above Jacobian matrix are − 3
2 (1 +

√
3), − 3

2 (1 −
√

3) and 0 and the corresponding

eigenvectors are [−
√

3, 1, 0]T , [
√

3, 1, 0]T and
[
−λ6 , 0, 1

]T
respectively. As for µ =

√
3, the critical point L3

converts into
(
− 1√

2
, 1√

2
, 0
)

; so first we take the transformations x = X − 1√
2
, y = Y + 1√

2
and z = Z which

shift the critical point to the origin. By using the eigenvectors of the above Jacobian matrix, we introduce a
new coordinate system (u, v, w) in terms of (X,Y, Z) as

u

v

w

 =


− 1

2
√
3

1
2 −

λ
12
√
3

1
2
√
3

1
2

λ
12
√
3

0 0 1



X

Y

Z

 (73)

and in these new coordinates the equations (62− 64) are transformed into
−u′ + v′

u′ + v′

w′

 =


3
2 (1 +

√
3) − 3

2 (1−
√

3) 0

− 3
2 (1 +

√
3) − 3

2 (1−
√

3) 0

0 0 0



u

v

w

+


non

linear

terms

 . (74)

Now if we add 1st and 2nd equation of the above matrix equation and then divide both sides by 2, then we
get v′. Again, if we subtract 1st equation from 2nd equation and divide both sides by 2, we get u′. Finally, in
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matrix form in the new coordinate system the autonomous system can be written as
u′

v′

w′

 =


− 3

2 (1 +
√

3) 0 0

0 − 3
2 (1−

√
3) 0

0 0 0



u

v

w

+


non

linear

terms

 . (75)

If we put similar arguments which we have mentioned for the analysis of A2, then the center manifold can be
expressed as

u =
2

3(1 +
√

3)

{
(
√

3− 1)λ2 − 4λ

48
√

6

}
w2 +O(w3), (76)

v = − 2

3(
√

3− 1)

{
(
√

3 + 1)λ2 + 4λ

48
√

6

}
w2 +O(w3) (77)

and the flow on the center manifold is determined by

w′ =
1√
2
w2 +O(w3). (78)

From the flow equation we can easily conclude that the origin is a saddle node and unstable in nature. The
vector field near the origin in uw-plane is shown as in FIG.11 and the vector field near the origin in vw-plane is
shown as in FIG.12. Hence, in the old coordinate system (x, y, z), for µ =

√
3 the critical point L3 is unstable

due to its saddle nature.

FIG. 11: Vector field near the origin in uw-plane when µ =
√

3, for the critical points L3 and L4. For the critical point L3, the
phase plot (a) is for λ < 0 or λ > 4√

3−1
and the phase plot (b) is for 0 < λ < 4√

3−1
. For the critical point L4, the phase plot (a)

is for 0 < λ < 4√
3−1

and the phase plot (b) is for λ < 0 or λ > 4√
3−1

.

Lastly, for µ = −
√

3, we have the same eigenvalues − 3
2 (1 +

√
3), − 3

2 (1 −
√

3) and 0 and the corresponding

eigenvectors are [
√

3, 1, 0]T , [−
√

3, 1, 0]T and
[
−λ6 , 0, 1

]T
respectively of J(L3). After putting corresponding

arguments which we have mentioned for µ =
√

3 case, then we will get the same expressions (76−77) for center
manifold and (78) for flow on the center manifold. So, for this case also we conclude that the critical point L3

is a saddle node and unstable in nature.
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FIG. 12: Vector field near the origin in vw-plane when µ =
√

3, for the critical points L3 and L4. For the critical point L3, the
phase plot (a) is for λ < − 4√

3+1
or λ > 0 and the phase plot (b) is for − 4√

3+1
< λ < 0. For the critical point L4, the phase plot

(a) is for − 4√
3+1

< λ < 0 and the phase plot (b) is for λ < − 4√
3+1

or λ > 0.

4. Critical Point L4

The Jacobian matrix corresponding to the autonomous system (62− 64) at the critical point L4 can be put as

J(L4) =



− 9
2µ2 −

√
1− 3

2µ2

(
3
µ

√
3
2 +
√

6µ
)

−λ2
(

1− 3
2µ2

)
− 3
µ

√
3
2

√
1− 3

2µ2 −3
(

1− 3
2µ2

)
− λ

2µ

√
3
2

√
1− 3

2µ2

0 0 0


. (79)

For this critical point also we analyze the stability for the above four choices of µ, i.e., µ = ±
√

3
2 , µ =

√
3 and

µ = −
√

3.

For µ = ±
√

3
2 , we will get the same expressions of center manifold (69) and the flow on the center manifold

(70− 71). So, for this case the critical point L4 is unstable due to its saddle nature.

For µ =
√

3, after putting corresponding arguments as L3, the center manifold can be written as

u =
2

3(1 +
√

3)

{
(1−

√
3)λ2 + 4λ

48
√

6

}
w2 +O(w3), (80)

v =
2

3(
√

3− 1)

{
(
√

3 + 1)λ2 + 4λ

48
√

6

}
w2 +O(w3) (81)

and the flow on the center manifold is determined by

w′ =
1√
2
w2 +O(w3). (82)

From the flow equation we can conclude that the origin is a saddle node and hence in the old coordinate system
L4 is a saddle node, i.e., unstable in nature. The vector field near the origin in uw-plane is shown as in FIG.11
and the vector field near the origin in vw-plane is shown as in FIG.12.

For µ = −
√

3 we also get the same expression of center manifold and flow equation as for µ =
√

3 case.

5. Critical Point L5
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First we shift the critical point L5 to the origin by the transformation x = X −
√

2
3µ, y = Y and z = Z.

For avoiding similar arguments which we have mentioned for the above critical points, we only state the main
results center manifold and the flow equation for this critical point. The center manifold for this critical point
can be written as

X = 0, (83)

Y = 0 (84)

and the flow on the center manifold can be obtained as

dZ

dN
=

√
2

3
µZ2 +O(Z3). (85)

From the expressions of the center manifold we can conclude that the center manifold is lying on the Z-axis.
From the flow on the center manifold FIG.13, we conclude that the origin is unstable for both of the cases µ > 0
or µ < 0.

FIG. 13: Flow on the center manifold near the origin for the critical point L5. (a) is for µ > 0 and (b) is for µ < 0.

C. Model 3: Exponential potential and power-law-dependent dark-matter particle mass

In this case evolution equations in Section II can be written to the autonomous system as follows

x′ = −3x+
3

2
x(1− x2 − y2)−

√
3

2
λy2 − µ

2
z(1 + x2 − y2), (86)

y′ =
3

2
y(1− x2 − y2)−

√
3

2
λxy, (87)

z′ = −xz2. (88)

We have three physical meaningful critical points R1, R2 and R3 corresponding to the above autonomous
system. The set of critical points, their existence and the value of cosmological parameters at those critical
points corresponding to the autonomous system (86 − 88) shown in Table VIII and the eigenvalues of the
Jacobian matrix corresponding to the autonomous system (86 − 88) at those critical points and the nature of
the critical points are shown in Table IX.

Here we also concern about the stability of the critical points for µ 6= 0 and λ 6= 0 because for another possible
cases we will get the similar types result which we have obtained for Model 1.

For avoiding similar types of argument, we only state the stability of every critical points and the reason
behind the stability in the tabular form, which is shown as in Table X.
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TABLE VIII: Table shows the set of critical points and their existence, value of cosmological parameters corresponding to that
critical points.

Critical Points Existence x y z ΩX ωX ωtot q

R1 For all µ and λ 0 0 0 0 Undetermined 0 1
2

R2 For all µ and λ − λ√
6

√
1 + λ2

6
0 1 −1− λ2

3
−1− λ2

3
− 1

2

(
2 + λ2

)
R3 For all µ and λ − λ√

6
−
√

1 + λ2

6
0 1 −1− λ2

3
−1− λ2

3
− 1

2

(
2 + λ2

)

TABLE IX: The eigenvalues (λ1, λ2, λ3) of the Jacobian matrix corresponding to the autonomous system (86−88) at those critical
points (R1 −R3) and the nature of the critical points.

Critical Points λ1 λ2 λ3 Nature of critical Points

R1 − 3
2

3
2

0 Non-hyperbolic

R2 −(3 + λ2) −
(

3 + λ2

2

)
0 Non-hyperbolic

R3 −(3 + λ2) −
(

3 + λ2

2

)
0 Non-hyperbolic

TABLE X: Table shows the stability and the reason behind the stability of the critical points (R1 −R3).

CPs Stability Reason behind the stability

R1

For µ > 0, R1 is a saddle node

and

for µ < 0, R1 is a stable node

After introducing the coordinate transformation (26),
we will get the same expression of center manifold
(31− 32) and the flow on the center manifold is

determined by (33)(FIG.1).

R2, R3

For λ > 0 or λ < 0,

R2 and R3 both are unstable

After shifting R2 and R3 to the origin by using coordinate

transformation

(
x = X − λ√

6
, y = Y +

√
1 + λ2

6
, z = Z

)
and(

x = X − λ√
6
, y = Y −

√
1 + λ2

6
, z = Z

)
respectively,

we can conclude that the center manifold is lying on Z-axis
and the flow on the center manifold is determined by

dZ
dN

= λ√
6
Z2 +O(Z3).

The origin is unstable for both of the cases λ > 0
(same as FIG.13(a)) and λ < 0 (same as FIG.13(b)).
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D. Model 4: Exponential potential and exponentially-dependent dark-matter particle mass

In this consideration evolution equations in Section II can be written to the autonomous system as follows

x′ = −3x+
3

2
x(1− x2 − y2)−

√
3

2
λy2 −

√
3

2
µ(1 + x2 − y2), (89)

y′ =
3

2
y(1− x2 − y2)−

√
3

2
λxy. (90)

We ignore the equation corresponding to the auxiliary variable z in the above autonomous system because the
R.H.S. expression of x′ and y′ does not depend on z.

FIG. 14: Vector field near the origin for the critical point M1. L.H.S. for µ > 3 and R.H.S. for µ < 0.

Corresponding to the above autonomous system we have four critical points M1, M2, M3 and M4. The set of
critical points, their existence and the value of cosmological parameters at those critical points corresponding to
the autonomous system (89− 90) shown in Table XI and the eigenvalues of the Jacobian matrix corresponding
to the autonomous system (89 − 90) at those critical points and the nature of the critical points are shown in
Table XII.

TABLE XI: Table shows the set of critical points and their existence, value of cosmological parameters corresponding to that critical
points.

Critical Points Existence x y ΩX ωX ωtot q

M1 For all µ and λ −
√

2
3
µ 0 − 2

3
µ2 1 − 2

3
µ2 1

2

(
1− 2µ2

)
M2 For all µ and λ − λ√

6

√
1 + λ2

6
1 −1− λ2

3
−1− λ2

3
− 1

2

(
2 + λ2

)
M3 For all µ and λ − λ√

6
−
√

1 + λ2

6
1 −1− λ2

3
−1− λ2

3
− 1

2

(
2 + λ2

)

M4

For µ 6= λ
and

min{µ2 − 3
2
, λ2 + 3} ≥ λµ

√
3
2

λ−µ

√
− 3

2
−µ(λ−µ)
|λ−µ|

µ2−λµ−3
(λ−µ)2

µ(λ−µ)
µ2−λµ−3

µ
λ−µ

1
2

(
λ+2µ
λ−µ

)
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TABLE XII: The eigenvalues (λ1, λ2) of the Jacobian matrix corresponding to the autonomous system (89 − 90) at those critical
points (M1 −M4) and the nature of the critical points.

Critical Points λ1 λ2 Nature of critical Points

M1 −
(
3
2

+ µ2
)

−
(
µ2 − 3

2

)
+ λµ

Hyperbolic if
(
µ2 − 3

2

)
6= λµ,

non-hyperbolic if
(
µ2 − 3

2

)
= λµ

M2 −(3 + λ2) + λµ −
(

3 + λ2

2

) Hyperbolic if (λ2 + 3) 6= λµ,

non-hyperbolic if
(
λ2 + 3

)
= λµ

M3 −(3 + λ2) + λµ −
(

3 + λ2

2

) Hyperbolic if (λ2 + 3) 6= λµ,

non-hyperbolic if
(
λ2 + 3

)
= λµ

M4
a+d+

√
(a−d)2+4bc

2

a+d−
√

(a−d)2+4bc

2

Hyperbolic when µ2 − 3
2
> λµ

and λ2 + 3 > λµ,

non-hyperbolic when µ2 − 3
2

= λµ
or λ2 + 3 = λµ

Note that for the critical point M4 we have written the eigenvalues in terms of a, b, c and d, where a =

− 3
2(λ−µ)2 (λ2 + 3 − λµ), b = ∓

√
3
2

(
3

(λ−µ)2 + 2
)√
− 3

2 − µ(λ− µ), c = ∓
√

3
2

{
λ2+3−λµ
(λ−µ)2

}√
− 3

2 − µ(λ− µ), d =

− 3
(λ−µ)2

{(
µ2 − 3

2

)
− λµ

}
.

Again, here we only state the stability of every critical points (M1 −M4) and the reason behind the stability
in the tabular form, which is shown as in Table XIII.

Also note that for hyperbolic case of M4, the components of the Jacobian matrix a, b, c and d are very
complicated and from the determination of eigenvalue, it is very difficult to provide any conclusion about the
stability and for this reason we skip the stability analysis for this case.

E. Model 5: Product of exponential and power-law potential and product of exponentially-dependent
and power-law-dependent dark-matter particle mass

In this consideration evolution equations in Section II can be written to the autonomous system as follows

x′ = −3x+
3

2
x(1− x2 − y2)−

√
3

2
λy2 − λ

2
y2z −

√
3

2
µ(1 + x2 − y2)− µ

2
z(1 + x2 − y2), (91)

y′ =
3

2
y(1− x2 − y2)−

√
3

2
λxy − λ

2
xyz, (92)

z′ = −xz2 (93)

For determining the critical points corresponding to the above autonomous system, we first equate the R.H.S.
of (93) with 0. Then we have either x = 0 or z = 0. For z = 0 then the above autonomous system converts
in to the autonomous system of Model 4. So, then we will get the similar types of result as Model 4. When
x = 0, we have three physically meaningful critical points corresponding to the above autonomous system for
µ 6= 0 and λ 6= 0. For another choices of µ and λ like Model 1, we will get similar types of results. The critical
points are N1(0, 0,−

√
6), N2(0, 1,−

√
6) and N3(0,−1,−

√
6) and all are hyperbolic in nature. As the x and y

coordinates of these critical points are same as A1, A2 and A3 and the value of cosmological parameters are not
depending on z coordinate, so we get the same result for the value of cosmological parameters as A1, A2 and
A3 respectively, which are presented in Table I.
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TABLE XIII: Table shows the stability and the reason behind the stability of the critical points (M1 −M4)

CPs Stability Reason behind the stability

M1

Stable node for
(
µ2 − 3

2

)
> λµ

and

saddle node for
(
µ2 − 3

2

)
≤ λµ

For
(
µ2 − 3

2

)
> λµ, as both eigenvalues

of the Jacobian matrix at M1 are negative, so by
Hartman-Grobman theorem we can conclude that

the critical point M1 is a stable node.

For
(
µ2 − 3

2

)
< λµ, as one eigenvalue is positive

and another is negative, so by Hartman-Grobman theorem
we can conclude that the critical point M1 is a saddle node.

For
(
µ2 − 3

2

)
= λµ, after shifting the critical point

M1 to the origin by the coordinate transformation(
x = X −

√
2
3
µ, y = Y

)
, the center manifold can be written as

X = 1
µ

√
3
2
Y 2 +O(Y 3)

and the flow on the center manifold can be determined as
dY
dN

= 9
4µ2 Y

3 +O(Y 4).

Hence, for both of the cases µ > 0 and µ < 0 the origin
is a saddle node and unstable in nature (FIG.14).

M2,M3

Stable node for
(
λ2 + 3

)
> λµ

and

saddle node for
(
λ2 + 3

)
≤ λµ

For
(
λ2 + 3

)
> λµ, as both eigenvalues

of the Jacobian matrix at M2 are negative, so by
Hartman-Grobman theorem we can conclude that

the critical point M2 is a stable node.

For
(
λ2 + 3

)
< λµ, as one eigenvalue is positive

and another is negative, so by Hartman-Grobman theorem
we can conclude that the critical point M2 is a saddle node.

For
(
λ2 + 3

)
= λµ, after shifting the critical point

M1 to the origin by the coordinate transformation(
x = X − λ√

6
, y = Y ±

√
1 + λ2

6

)
, the center manifold can be

written as Y = ∓ 1

2

√
1+λ2

6

X2 +O(X3)

and the flow on the center manifold can be determined as

dX
dN

= λ
2

√
3
2

{
1− 6

λ2 ± 12
λ2

(
1 + λ2

6

) 3
2

}
X2 +O(X4).

Hence, for all possible values λ due to the even power X
in the R.H.S. of the flow equation, the origin is

a saddle node and unstable in nature.

M4
Saddle node for both of the cases, i.e.,

µ2 − 3
2

= λµ or λ2 + 3 = λµ

For µ2 − 3
2

= λµ, as M4 converts into
M1, so we get the same stability like M1.

For λ2 + 3 = λµ as M4 converts into M2 and M3,
so we get the same stability like M2 and M3.

1. Critical Point N1

The Jacobian matrix corresponding to the autonomous system (91-93) at the critical point N1 has three
eigenvalues 3

2 , − 1
4

(
3 +
√

9 + 48µ
)

and − 1
4

(
3−
√

9 + 48µ
)

and the corresponding eigenvectors are [0, 1, 0]T ,[
1
24

(
3 +
√

9 + 48µ
)
, 0, 1

]T
and

[
1
24

(
3−
√

9 + 48µ
)
, 0, 1

]T
respectively. As the critical point is hyperbolic in

nature, so we use Hartman-Grobman theorem for analyzing the stability of this critical point. From the deter-



26

mination of eigenvalues, we conclude that the stability of the critical point N1 depends on µ. For µ < − 9
48 , the

last two eigenvalues are complex conjugate with negative real parts. For µ ≥ − 9
48 , all eigenvalues are real.

For µ < − 9
48 , due to presence of negative real parts of last two eigenvalues, yz-plane is the stable subspace and

as the first eigenvalue is positive, x-axis is the unstable subspace. Hence, the critical point N1 is saddle-focus,
i.e., unstable in nature. The phase portrait in xyz coordinate system is shown as in FIG.15.

FIG. 15: Phase portrait near the origin for the critical point N1 in xyz coordinate system. This phase portrait is drawn for µ = −1.

For µ ≥ − 9
48 , always we have at least one positive eigenvalue and at least one negative eigenvalue and hence

we can conclude that the critical point N1 is unstable due to its saddle nature.

2. Critical Point N2 & N3

The Jacobian matrix corresponding to the autonomous system (91 − 93) at the critical point N2 and N3

has three eigenvalues −3, − 1
2

(
3 +
√

9 + 12λ
)

and − 1
2

(
3−
√

9 + 12λ
)

and the corresponding eigenvectors are

[0, 1, 0]T ,
[

1
12

(
3 +
√

9 + 12λ
)
, 0, 1

]T
and

[
1
12

(
3−
√

9 + 12λ
)
, 0, 1

]T
respectively. From the determination of the

eigenvalue, we conclude that the last two eigenvalues are complex conjugate while λ < − 3
4 and the eigenvalues

are real while λ ≥ − 3
4 .

For λ < − 3
4 , we can see that the last two eigenvalues are complex with negative real parts and first eigenvalue

is always negative. Hence, by Hartman-Grobman theorem we conclude that the critical points N2 and N3 both
are stable focus-node in this case. The phase portrait in xyz−coordinate system is shown as in FIG.16.

FIG. 16: Phase portrait near the origin for the critical point N2 and N3 in xyz coordinate system. This phase portrait is drawn
for λ = −1.

For − 3
4 ≤ λ < 0, we can see that all eigenvalues are negative. So, by Hartman-Grobman theorem we conclude

that the critical points N2 and N3 both are stable node in this case.
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For λ > 0, we have two negative and one positive eigenvalues. Hence, by Hartman-Grobman theorem we
conclude that the critical points N2 and N3 both are saddle node and unstable in nature.

IV. BIFURCATION ANALYSIS BY POINCARÉ INDEX AND GLOBAL COSMOLOGICAL
EVOLUTION

The flat potential plays a crucial role to obtain the bouncing solution. After the bounce, the flat potential
naturally allows the universe to penetrate the slow-roll inflation regime, as a result of that making the bouncing
universe compatible with observations.

In Model 1 (III A), for the inflationary scenario, we consider λ and µ very small positive number so that
V (φ) ≈ V0 and MDM ≈M0. The Eqn. (24) mainly regulate the flow along Z-axis. Due to Eqn. (24) the overall
3-dimensional phase space splits up into two compartments and the ZY -plane becomes the separatrix. In the
right compartment, for x > 0, we have z′ < 0 and z′ > 0 in the left compartment. on the ZY plane z′ ≈ 0. For
λ 6= 0 and µ 6= 0, all critical points are located on the Y-axis. As all cosmological parameters can be expressed
in terms of x and y, so we rigorously inspect the vector field on XY -plane. Due to Eqn. (15), the viable
phase-space region (say S) satisfies y2 − x2 6 1 which is inside of a hyperbola centered at the origin (FIG.17).
On the XY -plane z′ ≈ 0. So on the XY -plane, by Hartman-Grobman theorem we can conclude there are four
hyperbolic sectors around A1 (α-limit set) and one parabolic sector around each of A2 and A3 (ω-limit sets). So,
by Bendixson theorem, it is to be noted that, the index of A1|XY is 1 and the index of A2|XY and A3|XY is −1.
If the initial position of the universe is in left compartment and near to the α-limit, then the universe remains in
the left compartment and moves towards ω-limit set asymptotically at late time. Similar phenomenon happens
in right compartment also. The universe experiences a fluid dominated non-generic evolution near A1 for µ > 0
and a generic evolution for µ < 0. For sufficiently flat potential, near A2 and A3, a scalar field dominated
non-generic and generic evolution occur for λ > 0 and λ < 0 respectively (see FIG. 18).

A1A3 A2

FIG. 17: Vector field on the projective plane by antipodal points identified of the disk.

The Poincaé index theorem [41] helps us to determine Euler Poincaré characteristic which is χ(S) = n−f−s,
where n, f , s are the number of nodes, foci and saddle on S. Henceforward we consider index as Poincaé index.
So for the vector field of case-(i)|XY−plane, χ(S) = 1. This vector field can define a vector field on the projective
plane, i.e., in 3-dimensional phase-space, if we consider a closed disk the XY -plane of radius one and centered
at the origin, then we have the same vector field on the projective plane by antipodal point identified.

For z = constant(6= 0) plane the above characterization of vector field changes as a vertical flow along Z-axis
regulate the character of the vector field. Using Bendixson theorem [41] we can find the index of nonhyperbolic
critical point by restricting the vector field on a suitable two-dimensional subspace.

If we restrict ourselves on XZ-plane, A1 is saddle in nature for µ > 0. On the XZ plane the index of A1 is
-1 for µ > 0 as four hyperbolic sectors are separated by two separatices around A1. For µ < 0, there is only one
parabolic sector and the index is zero (FIG.1). On the Y Z plane A1 swap its index with XZ plane depending
on the sign of µ.

On the uw-plane A2 and A3 have index 1 for λ > 0 and -1 for λ 6 0. On the uw-plane A2 and A3 have index
-1 for λ > 0 and 1 for λ < 0. At λ = 0, the index of A2 is 0 but the index of A3 is 1. On uv-plane the index A2
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(a) (b) (c)

FIG. 18: Model 1 : Qualitative evolution of the physical variables ωtotal, ωφ and q for perturbation of the parameters (λ & µ) near
the bifurcation values for three sets of initial conditions. (a) The initial condition near the point A1. (b) The initial condition near
the point A2. (c) The initial condition near the point A3. We observe that the limit of the physical parameter ωtotal → −1. In
early or present time the scalar field may be in phantom phase but the field is attracted to the de-Sitter phase.

or A3 is 1 and does not depend on λ. On the (uw)-plane around A2 the number of hyperbolic sector is four and
there is no elliptic sector. So the index of A2 and A3 (origin)|uw plane/vw plane is -1 for λ > 0 and for λ < 0
the index is 1 as there is no hyperbolic or elliptic orbit.

A set of non-isolated equilibrium points is said to be normally hyperbolic if the only eigenvalues with zero
real parts are those whose corresponding eigenvectors are tangent to the set. For the case (ii) to case (iv),
we get normally hyperbolic critical points as the eigenvector [0 0 1]T (in new (u, v, w) coordinate system)
corresponding to only zero eigenvalue, is tangent to the line of critical points. The stability of a set which is
normally hyperbolic can be completely classified by considering the signs of the eigenvalues in the remaining
directions. So the character of the flow of the phase space for each z = constant plane is identical to the
XY -plane in the previous case. Thus the system (22-24) is structurally unstable [41] at λ = 0 or µ = 0 or both.
On the other hand, the potential changes its character from runaway to non-runaway as λ crosses zero from
positive to negative. Thus λ = 0 and µ = 0 are the bifurcation values[36].

Model 2 (III B) contains five critical points L1−L5. For λ > 0, the flow is unstable and for λ < 0 the flow on

the center manifold is stable. Around L2, the character of the vector field same as L1. For µ = ±
√

3
2 , the flow

on the center manifold at L3 or L4 depends on the sign of λ (FIG.9 & FIG.10). On the other hand, µ >
√

3
2

or µ <
√

3
2 the flow on the center manifold does not depend on λ. For µ > 0, the flow on the center manifold

at L5 moves increasing direction of z. On the other hand, for µ < 0, the flow on the center manifold is in

decreasing direction of z. The index of L1 is same as A2. For µ = ±
√

3
2 and λ = 1, the index of L2|XY plane is

-1 as there are only four hyperbolic sectors. But for λ = 2, there are two hyperbolic and one parabolic sectors,
so the index is zero. The index of L3 is same as L2. The index of L4 on ZX or XY plane is zero as there are

two hyperbolic and one parabolic sector for each µ > 0 and µ < 0. So it is to be noted that, for λ = 0,±
√

3
2

and µ = 0 the system is structurally unstable.
The universe experiences a scalar field dominated non-generic evolution near L1 and L2 for λ > 0 and a scalar

field dominated generic evolution for λ < 0 or on the z-nullcline. Near L3 and L4, a scalar field dominated

non-generic evolution of the universe occur at µ ≈ ±
√

3
2 . At µ ≈ 0 a scaling non-generic evolution occur near

L5 (see FIG.19).

Model 3 (III C) contains three critical points R1 − R3. R1 is saddle for all values of µ. On the xy plane the
index of R1 is same as A1. On the projection of the xy-plane R2 and R3 are stable nodes for all values of λ. On
the center manifold at R2 or R3, the flow is increasing direction along z-axis and the flow is decreasing direction
along z-axis for λ < 0. On the XZ or Y Z plane, the index of R2 or R3 is zero as around each of them there are
two hyperbolic and one parabolic sectors.Thus we note that, for µ = 0 and λ = 0, the stability of the system
bifurcate.
We observe that no scaling solutions or a tracking solutions exist in this specific model like in the quintessence
theory. However, the critical points which describe the de Sitter solution do not exist in the case of quintessence
for the exponential potential; the universe experiences a fluid dominated non-generic evolution near critical
point R1 and a scalar field dominated non-generic evolution near critical point R2 and R3. For sufficiently flat
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(a) (b) (c)

(d) (e) (f)

FIG. 19: Model 2 : Some interesting qualitative evolution of the physical variables ωtotal, ωφ and q for perturbation of the parameters
(λ & µ) near the bifurcation values for six sets of initial conditions. (a) The initial position near the point L1. (b) The initial

position near the point L2. (c) The initial position near the point L3 and µ < −
√

3
2

. (d) The initial position near the point L3

and µ >
√

3
2

. (e) The initial position near the point L4 and µ >
√

3
2

. (f) The initial position near the point L5 and µ > 0. We

observe that the limit of the physical parameter ωtotal → −1. In early or present time the scalar field may be in phantom phase
but the field is attracted to the de-Sitter phase except for (b) and (e). In (e) the scalar field crosses phantom boundary line and
enters into the phantom phase in late timeand would cause Big-Rip.

potential, early or present phantom/non-phantom universe is attracted to ΛCDM cosmological model (see FIG.
20).

Model 4 (III D) contains four critical points M1 −M4. M1 −M3 are stable node for
(
λ2 + 3

)
> λµ (index

1) and saddle node (index zero) for
(
λ2 + 3

)
≤ λµ, i.e., the stability of the system bifurcate at

(
λ2 + 3

)
= λµ.

Thus we find a generic evolution for
(
λ2 + 3

)
6= λµ and no-generic otherwise. The kinetic dominated solution

(M1) and scalar field dominated solutions (M2 and M3) are stable for
(
λ2 + 3

)
> λµ. For the energy density,

near M2 and M3, we observe that at late times the scalar field dominates ΩX = Ωφ → 1 and Ωm → 0, while
the parameter for the equation of state ωtot have the limits ωtot → −1 for sufficiently flat potential.

Model 5 (III E) contains three critical points N1, N2, N3. For µ < − 3
16 , the Shilnikov’s saddle index [42]

of N1 is νN1
=

ρN1

γN1
= 0.5 and saddle value is σN1

= −ρN1
+ γN1

= 0.75. As So Shilnikov condition [42] is

satisfied as νN1 < 1 and σN1 > 0. The second Shilnikov’s saddle value σ
(2)
N1

= −2ρN1 + γN1 = 0. So, by L.
Shilnikov’s theorem (Shilnikov, 1965) [42] there are countably many saddle periodic orbits in a neighborhood
of the homoclinic loop of the saddle-focus N1. As νN1 is invariant for any choice of µ, so Shilnikov’s bifurcation
does not appear. For − 3

16 < µ < 0, the vector field near N1 is saddle in character. On the other hand, N1 is
saddle for µ > 0. So, µ = 0 is a bifurcation value for the bifurcation point N1. Similarly, λ = 0 is a bifurcation
point for the bifurcation points N2 and N3. We observe scalar field dominated solutions near N2 and N3 which
exists at bifurcation value, i.e., for sufficiently flat universe and attracted to ΛCDM cosmological model.

V. BRIEF DISCUSSION AND CONCLUDING REMARKS

The present work deals with a detailed dynamical system analysis of the interacting DM and DE cosmological
model in the background of FLRW geometry. The DE is chose as a phantom scalar field with self-interacting
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(a) (b) (c)

FIG. 20: Qualitative evolution of the physical variables ωtotal, ωφ and q for perturbation of the parameters (λ & µ) near the
bifurcation values each of Model 3, Model 4 and Model 5 for three sets of initial conditions. The initial positions in (a), (b) and
(c) are near R1, R2 and R3 (M1, M2 and M3/N1, N2 and N3) respectively.

potential while varying mass (a function of the scalar field) DM is chosen as dust. The potential of the scalar
field and the varying mass of DM are chosen as exponential or power-law form (or a product of them) and five
possible combination of them are studied.

Model 1: V (φ) = V0φ
−λ,M

DM
(φ) = M0φ

−µ

For case (i), i.e., µ 6= 0, λ 6= 0; there are three non-hyperbolic critical points A1, A2, A3 of which A1

corresponds to DM dominated decelerating phase (dust era) while A2 and A3 purely DE dominated and they
represent the ΛCDM model (i.e., de-Sitter phase) of the universe.

For case (ii), i.e., µ 6= 0, λ = 0; there is one critical point and two space of critical points. The cosmological
consequence of these critical points are similar to case (i).

For case (iii), i.e., µ = 0, λ 6= 0; there is one space of critical points and two distinct critical points. But as
before the cosmological analysis is identical to case (i).

For the fourth case, i.e., µ = 0, λ = 0; there are three space of critical points (S1, S2, S3) which are all non-
hyperbolic in nature and are identical to the critical points in case (ii). Further, considering the vector fields in
Z = constant plane, it is found that for the critical point S1, every point on Z− axis is a saddle node while for
critical points S2 and S3 every point on Z−axis is a stable star.

Model 2: V (φ) = V0φ
−λ,M

DM
(φ) = M1e

−κµφ

The autonomous system for this model has five non-hyperbolic critical points Li, i = 1, . . . , 5. For L1 and L2,
the cosmological model is completely DE dominated and the model describes cosmic evolution at the phantom
barrier. The critical points L3 and L4 are DE dominated cosmological solution (µ2 > 3) representing the ΛCDM
model. The critical point L5 corresponds to ghost (phantom) scalar field and it describes the cosmic evolution
in phantom domain (2µ2 > 3).

Model 3: V (φ) = V1e
−κλφ,M

DM
(φ) = M0φ

−µ

There are three non-hyperbolic critical points in this case. The first one (i.e., R1) is purely DM dominated
cosmic evolution describing the dust era while the other two critical points (i.e., R2, R3) are fully dominated
by DE and both describe the cosmic evolution in the phantom era.

Model 4: V (φ) = V1e
−κλφ,M

DM
(φ) = M1e

−κµφ

The autonomous system so formed in this case has four critical points Mi, i = 1, . . . , 4 which may be
hyperbolic/non-hyperbolic depending on the parameters involved. The critical point M1 represents DE as
ghost scalar field and it describes the cosmic evolution in the phantom domain. For the critical points M2 and
M3, the cosmic evolution is fully DE dominated and is also in the phantom era. The cosmic era corresponding
to the critical point M4 describes scaling solution where both DM and DE contribute to the cosmic evolution.

Model 5: V (φ) = V2φ
−λe−κλφ,M

DM
(φ) = M2φ

−µe−κµφ

This model is very similar to either model 4 or model 1, depending on the choices of the dimensionless
variables x and z. For z = 0, the model reduces to model 4 while for x = 0 the model is very similar to model
1 and hence the cosmological analysis is very similar to that.

Finally, using Poincaré index theorem, Euler Poincaré characteristic is determined for bifurcation analysis
of the above cases from the point of view of the cosmic evolution described by the equilibrium points. Lastly,
inflationary era of cosmic evolution is studied by using bifurcation analysis.
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