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Abstract

The holographic Ricci dark energy can be treated as a running vacuum due to its analogy in the
energy density, which is a combination of H and Ḣ, the model can predict either eternal acceleration
or eternal deceleration. In the earlier works, we have shown that the presence of additive constant in
the energy density or by considering possible interaction between dark sectors through a phenomeno-
logical term, the model can predict a transition from a prior decelerated to a late accelerated epoch.
This paper analyses the cosmic evolution of holographic Ricci dark energy as running vacuum with a
nonlinear interaction between dark sectors in a flat FLRW universe. We consider three possible nonlinear
interaction forms which give analytically feasible solutions. We have constrained the model using the
Type1a Supernova(Pantheon)+CMB(Planck 2018)+BAO(SDSS) data and evaluated the best-estimated
values of all the model parameters. We have analyzed the evolution of the Hubble parameter and decel-
eration parameter of all three cases. We perform state finder analysis of the model, which implies the
quintessence nature of the model and found that it is distinguishably different from the standard ΛCDM
model. The dynamical system analysis of all three cases confirms the evolution of the universe from an
unstable prior matter-dominated era to a stable end de Sitter phase.

1 Introduction

The observational evidences from Type1a supernova (SN1a)[1, 2], large scale structure (LSS)[3, 4], and
cosmic microwave background (CMB)[5, 6] have converged towards one of the focus of attention of
modern cosmology- the accelerated expansion of the universe. An exotic component called dark energy
(DE) with negative pressure was considered as the mysterious driving force responsible for the accelerated
expansion of the universe. The most prominent and simplest model that explains the cosmic acceleration
is the concordance model (or ΛCDM model) that considers the cosmological constant as the dark energy.
The ΛCDM model describes a universe filled with cosmic components such as cold dark matter (CDM)
and the cosmological constant(Λ); the model accurately fits the current observational data. This model,
however, was plagued with two major issues such as (a) coincidence problem, which is the fact that
the present value of the matter density and the vacuum energy (VE) density is of the same order, even
though the former is a rapidly decreasing function of time while the latter is just stationary, and (b)
fine-tuning problem for which the observed value of the VE density is 120 orders of magnitude below the
value computed using the quantum field theory (QFT). These drawbacks can be alleviated by assuming
that CC can be a dynamical quantity. The main objective of these classes of models is to consider that
the primary driving force that accelerates the universe is dynamical VE and, therefore, a time variable
CC. The possibility of a dynamical DE is not excluded by current observations[7, 8, 9]. The recent Planck
observations indicate that the DE equation of state (EOS) parameter ω ≡ PDE/ρDE is close to −1 i.e.,
ω = −1.03 ± 0.03[10]. Nowadays, models with time-dependent VE density Λ(t), also known as running
vacuum energy (RVE) density attains much attention. The primary feature in this ideology is that the
equation of state parameter of the VE is strictly equal to -1[11, 12].

The idea of RVE in an expanding universe was first proposed in the literature[13, 14]. It is pretty
natural to expect that the VE is a dynamical quantity as the universe expands and thereby sensitive
to time-evolving functions such as the Hubble rate H = H(t). In these models, without invoking the
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need for scalars, a phenomenologically viable description of the dynamical nature of the VE can be
achieved. By combining the phenomenological approach with the renormalization group (RG) techniques
of quantum field theory (QFT) in curved spacetime, a large class of dynamical Λ(H, Ḣ) models described
by an even power series expansion of the Hubble rate and its derivatives were proposed by J.Sola and
Shapiro[15, 16, 12]. However, for the present universe, only the terms Ḣ and H2 can be relevant, together
with an additive constant term. Recent studies remarkably shows that these models that include the
additive term plus one or both of the dynamical components Ḣ andH2 appeared to be more favoured than
the ΛCDM[17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22]. The authors in the reference[23] shows that these models can provide
an excellent fit to the main cosmological data SN1a+H(z)+BAO+LSS+CMB+BBN whereas ΛCDM
model that supports a rigid cosmological constant is currently disfavored at 4.2σ. Phenomenologically,
this model has a formal analogy to the holographic Ricci dark energy (HRDE), where a combination of
Ḣ and H2 is present on its energy density.

The holographic DE scenario is another fascinating approach to explain the late-time accelerated
expansion of the universe within the context of quantum gravity. Inspired by applying the holographic
principle to the universe, Li[24, 25] first introduces holographic DE. The holographic DE density is
inversely proportional to the square of an appropriate length of the system that characterizes the size of
the universe. One of the natural choices of this length is the inverse of the Hubble rate. However, this
choice does not induce acceleration in a homogeneous and isotropic universe[26, 27]. Another choice for
the length was suggested by Gao et al.[28, 29] in which the IR cut-off was taken to be proportional to the
Ricci scalar curvature, leading to the introduction of the new holographic DE, the holographic Ricci DE.
This model can derive an accelerated universe that solves the cosmological constant problem and fairly
fits the observational data well. This model has been studied widely in many literature[30, 31, 32, 33, 34].
The analogy between the energy density of this model with the running vacuum model motivates us to
consider HRDE as a running vacuum.

In the previous works[35, 36], we have shown that considering HRDE as a running vacuum can satisfy
a conventional evolutionary status with a prior deceleration epoch followed by an accelerated epoch. In
the reference[35], we have shown that a bare cosmological constant in the RVE density is essential for
the transition from a prior decelerated epoch to a late accelerated epoch. Later, in the work[36], we have
shown that, by considering the interaction between the RVE density and the dark matter through the
phenomenological term Q = 3bHρm, the model can predict a transition from the prior decelerated to a
late accelerated phase even without an additive constant in the VE density. The possibility to have a
nonlinear interaction (NLI) between dark sectors have been discussed in many literature[37, 38, 39, 40].
It is of great interest to study the effects of nonlinear interaction between DE and DM on the evolution
of the universe, especially the influence of different forms of nonlinear interaction terms on cosmological
parameters. The authors in the reference[41] have shown that nonlinear interaction between dark sectors
is more compatible with recent observational data than linear interaction choices. In this paper, we
have considered three different forms for the nonlinear interaction terms, Q, which allow us to find
analytically feasible solutions. The paper is organized as follows. Section 2 discusses a brief introduction
of the RVE model and HRDE model. This section also consists of our analysis of the evolution of
the Hubble parameter corresponding to three nonlinear interaction forms. In section 3, we study the
evolution of the deceleration parameter, and these models are compared with the standard ΛCDM model
by performing the state finder analysis of three cases. Finally, the stability of all the nonlinear interaction
terms was checked by performing dynamical system analysis that predicts an early matter-dominated
and late accelerated epoch.
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2 The model : Holographic Ricci DE as running vacuum
with nonlinear interactions

The running vacuum model proposed in the literature[42, 16, 15] is based on the possibility that quantum
effects in curved space time[43] can be responsible for the renormalization group(RG) running of the VE,
which is mainly aimed to alleviate the cosmological constant problem[44]. The corresponding VE density,
ρΛ, should be time-dependent quantities in cosmology. The general form of RVE density for the current
universe can be represented as a function of Hubble parameter and its derivatives[45],

ρΛ(H; ν, α) =
3

8πG

(
c0 + νH2 +

2

3
αḢ +O(H4)

)
, (1)

where, c0 is an integration constant, ν and α are dimensionless coefficients. The values of ν and α can
be related to the β-functions of the running vacuum and hence are assumed to be naturally small in the
order of 10−3. It is possible to recover ΛCDM model for ν = α = 0 but here we consider them as free
parameters hence we shall determine its values by fitting the model to observations.The term O(H4)
represent higher powers of the Hubble rate which are relevant to describe inflation[46, 47, 48, 49], but
these terms has no significance for present universe and hence ignored. From the expression(1), it is
clear that the VE density is slowly evolving with the Hubble function H and its time derivative as the
universe expands.

The holographic principle is believed to be a fundamental principle of quantum gravity. Motivated
by holographic principle, Cohen et al.[50] suggest that the quantum zero-point energy of a system with
size L should not exceed the mass of a black hole with the same size L2ρΛ ≤ LM2

p . This relation relates
the UV cut-off of a system to its IR cut-off. The largest L saturating this inequality will give rise to a
holographic energy density,

ρΛ = 3c2M2
pL

2, (2)

where c is a dimensionless constant and M2
p = 1

8πG
is the reduced Planck mass. Gao et al[51] have

proposed a holographic DE which is proportional to the inverse of the Ricci scalar curvature, which is
aimed to avoid causality problems and is phenomenologically viable. The holographic DE proportional
to the Ricci scalar for a flat FLRW universe is,

ρde(H, Ḣ) = 3βM2
p (Ḣ + 2H2), (3)

where β is a dimensionless coefficient determined by observations. The major drawback of this model is
that it will not allow a transition from a decelerated epoch to a late accelerating epoch. To alleviate this
issue, a bare cosmological constant has been added to the initial form of the HRDE density, and then it
resembles the general form of RVE density as given in equation(1). This motivates us to consider HRDE
as a running vacuum in our work. The model parameter β can be related to the terms of the original
RG running parameter as β ∼ ν

2
∼ 2α

3
[36]. In the work[36] we have shown that instead of considering an

additive constant in the energy density of HRDE, it is possible to attain a transition from decelerated to
accelerated epoch by accounting for a possible interaction between dark sectors. The evolution equation
for a spatially flat Friedmann universe is,

3H2 = ρm + ρde, (4)

where H = ȧ
a
, is the Hubble parameter, a is the scale factor, ρm is the matter density and ρde is the

DE density. Here we also suppose that DM is pressureless and DE satisfies the equation of state,ω = −1
which gives Pde = −ρde. When a possible interaction between dark sectors are taken into account, the
conservation equation takes the form,

˙ρm + 3H(ρm + Pm) = Q,

˙ρde + 3H(ρde + Pde) = −Q,
(5)
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where Q is the interaction term which gives the rate of energy exchange between dark sectors. The sign
of Q determines the direction of flow of energy. If Q is positive the DE decays to DM while if Q is
negative DM decays to DE. The interaction terms are introduced by phenomenological considerations to
avoid the coincidence problem[38]. The interaction term proportional to the DE density or to the DM
density or to a linear combination of both densities was well studied in literature[52, 53, 54, 55]. But
in some literature[39, 40, 56, 57, 37, 58] the non linear interaction i.e., an interaction proportional to
the product of DM density and DE energy density were studied and found to be favored observationally
than linear interaction between dark sectors[41]. The general form for the nonlinear interaction can be
written as[39],

Q = 3bHρm+sρnmρ
−s−n
de , (6)

where b is the coupling constant, ρ = ρm + ρde and the powers m,n and s specify interaction. We
have analyzed the case Q = 3bHρm for (m,n, s) = (1, 1,−1) in reference[36]. In the present work we

consider three possible nonlinear forms for Q i.e., Q = 3bH
ρ2m
ρ

for (m,n, s) = (1, 2,−2), Q = 3bH
ρ2de
ρ

for

(m,n, s) = (1, 0,−2) and Q = 3bH ρmρde
ρ

for (m,n, s) = (1, 1,−2). These particular combinations of the
parameters(m,n, s) gives rise to analytically solvable models with nonlinear interaction terms.

2.1 Case 1: Q = 3bH ρ2
m

ρ

The model with this interaction term Q = 3bH
ρ2m
ρ

is named as nonlinear interaction case1(NLI1). The
conservation equation(5) for this case takes the form,

dρde
dx

= −b ρ
2
m

H2
,

dρm
dx

=
bρ2
m

H2
− 3ρm.

(7)

Here we have changed the variable from t to x = ln a. Combining the equations (4),(7) and (3) we get

H2

(
d2H2

dx2
+ 3

dH2

dx

)
+ 9bH4 − 6bH2ρde + bρ2

de = 0. (8)

The solution of the above differential equation give the Hubble parameter as

H2 = c2e
−Ax cosh[B(x− 4c1)]F , (9)

where c1 and c2 are integration constants, A, B and F are given by

A =
6(1 + 3bβ(2β − 1))

4 + 9bβ2
,

B =
3

2
[
√

1− 2b(2− 5β + 2β2)],

F =
4

4 + 9bβ2
.

(10)

The values of the integration constants c1 and c2 can be obtained by using the conditions

H|x=0 = H0,
dH2

dx
|x=0 = 2H2

0

(
Ωde0
β
− 2

)
, (11)

where Ωde0 is the current value of the RVE density. The values of the coefficients are found to be,

c1 =
1

4B
tanh−1

(
−2

BF

(
Ωde0
β
− 2

)
− A

BF

)
,

c2 =
H2

0

cosh(4c1B)F
.

(12)
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2.2 Case 2: Q = 3bH
ρ2
de

ρ

We consider the interaction Q = 3bH
ρ2de
ρ

, nonlinear interaction case2 (NLI2) which reduce the conserva-
tion equation(5) as,

dρde
dx

= −bρ
2
de

H2
,

dρm
dx

=
bρ2
de

H2
− 3ρm.

(13)

Using equations(4),(13) and (3) we get a second order differential equation,

H2

(
d2H2

dx2
+ 3

dH2

dx

)
+ 9bβ2

(
4H4 + 2H2 dH

2

dx
+

1

4
(
dH2

dx
)2

)
= 0. (14)

The solution of the above equation is the Hubble parameter of this model NLI2

H2 = c2e
−Ax cosh[B(x− 4c1)]F . (15)

The terms A,B and F are given by,

A =
6(1 + 6bβ2)

4 + 9bβ2
,

B =
3

2

√
1− 4bβ2,

F =
4

4 + 9bβ2
.

(16)

Here c1 and c2 are the integration constants whose values can be obtained from the conditions(11),

c1 =
1

4B
tanh−1

(
−2

BF

(
Ωde0
β
− 2

)
− A

BF

)
,

c2 =
H2

0

cosh(4c1B)F
.

(17)

2.3 Case 3: Q = 3bH ρmρde
ρ

The interaction considered in this case is Q = 3bH ρmρde
ρ

which can be conveniently represented as
nonlinear interaction case3 (NLI3). The conservation equation(5) using this type of interaction can be
written as

dρde
dx

=
−bρdeρm
H2

,

dρm
dx

=
bρdeρm
H2

− 3ρm.

(18)

Combining the above conservation equation with (4) and (3) give a second order differential equation,

H2

(
d2H2

dx2
+ 3

dH2

dx
+ 9bβ

(
2H2 +

1

2

dH2

dx

))
− 9bβ2

(
4H4 + 2H2 dH

2

dx
+

1

4

(
dH

dx

)2
)
. (19)

The solution of the above differential equation gives Hubble parameter for this case,

H2 = c2e
−Ax cosh[B(x+ 4c1)]F . (20)

5



The terms A, B and F in the Hubble parameter (20) are,

A =
3(3bβ(4β − 1)− 2)

9bβ2 − 4
,

B =
3

4

√
4 + 9b2β2 + 4bβ(4β − 5),

F =
−4

9bβ2 − 4
.

(21)

The integration c1 and c2 can be evaluated by using the conditions (11) as,

c1 =
1

4B
tanh−1

(
2

BF

(
Ωde0
β
− 2

)
+

A

BF

)
,

c2 =
H2

0

cosh(4c1B)F
.

(22)

The values of model parameter β, interaction term b, Ωde0 and H0 can be constrained by using χ2

minimization technique with the following data sets. SN1a(supernova type 1a): the Pantheon sample,
composed of 1048 data points in the redshift range 0.01 ≤ z ≤ 2.3, obtained from the compilation of 279
SN1a discovered by the Pan-STARRS1 medium-deep survey, the distance estimates from the Sloan Digital
Sky Survey(SDSS), Supernova Legacy Survey(SNLS) and from various low redshift and Hubble Space
Telescope(HST) samples[59]; CMB(cosmic microwave background) data: CMB shift parameter from
Planck 2018[60], R = 1.7502± 0.0046, the redshift at last scattering z∗ = 1089.92; BAO(baryon acoustic
oscillation)data: The acoustic parameter from SDSS(Solan Digital Sky Survey), A = 0.484± 0.016, the
redshift at signature of the peak oscillation measured z = 0.35[61, 62].

We have the distance modulus as a function of the model parameters,

µt(β, b,Ωde0, H0, zi) = m−M = 5 log10

[
dL(β, b,Ωde0, H0, zi)

Mpc

]
+ 25, (23)

where m and M are the apparent and absolute magnitudes of the supernovae(SN1a) respectively, zi is
the red shift of the supernova and the luminosity distance dL is defined as,

dL(β, b,Ωde0, H0, zi) = c(1 + zi)

∫ zi

0

dz

H(β, b,Ωde0, H0, z)
, (24)

where H(β, b,H0, z) is the Hubble parameter as a function of the model parameters and c is the speed
of light. Now the χ2 function which include theoretical and observational magnitude can be written as,

χ2(β, b,Ωde0, H0) =

n∑
i=1

[µt(β, b,Ωde0, H0, zi)− µi]2

σ2
i

, (25)

where µi is the observational distance moduli for the ith Supernova, σ2
i is the standard variation of the

observation and n = 1048, the total number of data points.
For obtaining the χ2 function, we also used The BAO signal has been directly detected by the SDSS

survey at a scale ∼100MPc. The BAO peak parameter value was first proposed by D. J. Eisenstein, et
al[63] and is defined as,

A =

√
Ωm

h(z1)
1
3

(
1

z1

∫ z1

0

dz

h(z)

) 2
3

, (26)
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Here h(z) is the Hubble parameter, z1 = 0.35 is the red shift of the SDSS sample[64]. Using SDSS
data from luminous red galaxies survey the value of the parameter A(for flat universe) is given by
A = 0.484± 0.016[62]. The χ2 function for the BAO measurement takes the form,

χ2
BAO =

(A− 0.484)2

(0.016)2
. (27)

The CMB shift parameter is the first peak of CMB power spectrum[65] can be written as,

R =
√

Ωm

∫ z2

0

dz

h(z)
, (28)

Here z2 is the redshift at the last scattering surface.
From the Planck 2018 data, z2 = 1089.92. At this redshift, z2, the value of shift parameter would be

R = 1.7502± 0.0046[60]. The χ2 function for the CMB measurement can be written as,

χ2
CMB =

(R− 1.7502)2

(0.0046)2
. (29)

Considering three cosmological data sets together, i.e., (SN1a+BAO+CMB), the total χ2 function is
then given by,

χ2
total(β, b) = χ2

SN1a + χ2
CMB + χ2

BAO. (30)

The best fit values for the model parameters corresponding to the 68.3% confidence interval for the three
cases are given in Table 1. Along with this, the best fit values of the absolute magnitude, M, of SN1a
can be evaluated. From the table, it is clear that values of the model parameter β for NLI2 and NLI3
are the same i.e.,β ∼ 0.456 whereas NLI1 shows a slight change in its value. The value of the interaction
term is ∼ 0.003 for NLI1 and NLI3, whereas for NLI2, its value is 0.001. For all the three cases, the
best fit values of Ωde0, H0, and M are found to be 0.72, 68.7, 19.39, respectively. The chi-square degrees

of freedom, χ2
d.o.f =

χ2
min
m−n , where m is the number of data points, and n is the number of the model

parameter, is found to be close to one.

Table 1: The parameter values for the SN1a+CMB+BAO data.

Paramter NLI1 NLI2 NLI3

β 0.4632+0.003
−0.003 0.4712+0.004

−0.002 0.4656+0.002
−0.002

b 0.003+0.006
−0.006 0.001+0.005

−0.006 0.003+0.004
−0.004

Ωde0 0.721+0.015
−0.016 0.719+0.016

−0.016 0.720+0.013
−0.014

H0 68.74+0.45
−0.42 68.77+0.47

−0.46 68.76+0.46
−0.46

M 19.39 19.39 19.39

χ2
min 1024.27 1024.23 1024.24

The evolution of the Hubble parameter with scale factor for the three cases using the best fit values
of the model parameters are shown in Figure (1), (2) and (3). From the plot, it is clear that the density
becomes infinity at the origin, which predicts the presence of a big bang at the origin. This was again
confirmed by the asymptotic behavior of the Hubble parameter of three cases given in equations (9), (15)
and (20),i.e., when a→ 0 tends H → ∞.
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Figure 1: The plot shows the evolution of Hubble parameter for the case NLI1.
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Figure 2: The plot shows the evolution of Hubble parameter for the case NLI2.
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Figure 3: The plot shows the evolution of Hubble parameter for the case NLI3.

3 Background analysis

3.1 Deceleration parameter

The decelerating/accelerating nature of the universe can be verified by studying the evolution of the
deceleration parameter, which can be defined as

q = −1− Ḣ

H2
. (31)
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If the decelerating parameter is negative then the universe is in the accelerating phase and vice versa.
By substituting the values of the Hubble parameter and its derivatives for three interaction cases we get,

q(NLI1) = −1− −Ac2e
−Ax cosh[B(−4c1 + x)]F +Bc2e

−AxF cosh[B(−4c1 + x)]−1+FSinh[B(−4c1 + x)]

c2e−Ax cosh[B(x− 4c1)]F
.

q(NLI2) = −1− −Ac2e
−Ax cosh[B(−4c1 + x)]F +Bc2e

−AxF cosh[B(−4c1 + x)]−1+FSinh[B(−4c1 + x)]

c2e−Ax cosh[B(x− 4c1)]F
.

q(NLI3) = −1− −Ac2e
−Ax cosh[B(4c1 + x)]F +Bc2e

−AxF cosh[B(4c1 + x)]−1+FSinh[B(4c1 + x)]

c2e−Ax cosh[B(x+ 4c1)]F
.

(32)

The variation of the deceleration parameter q with the red shift(z) for three cases are shown in figure
(4), (5) and (6). From the plots, the transition red shift for the three cases are found to be zT ∼ 0.72.
The transition red shift of ΛCDM model in combination with SN1a+CMB data is reported in the range
zT = 0.45 − 0.73[66]. The transition red shift predicted by the three cases of present model are found
to be in agreement with the upper limit of the corresponding ΛCDM range. The present value of the
deceleration parameter of the models corresponding to z = 0 are found to be q0 ∼ −0.577+0.057

−0.037 which is
close to the WMAP value of the deceleration parameter q0 ∼ −0.60[67] and with the Planck(2015) value
q0 ∼ −0.55[68]. From the q-z plot, it is clear that the q-z curve stabilizes at ∼ −1.

-1.0 -0.5 0.0 0.5 1.0
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Figure 4: The q-z plot for the case NLI1.
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Figure 5: The q-z plot for the case NLI2
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Figure 6: The q-z plot for the case NLI3

3.2 Statefinder analysis

Statefinder analysis is a geometric diagnostic technique for contrasting various DE models with the
standard ΛCDM model introduced by Sahni et al.[69]. This analysis allows one to characterize the
properties of DE in a model-independent manner. Usually, Hubble parameter, scale factor, deceleration
parameter, etc., are used for describing a model; it is better to use quantities involving higher derivatives
of H or scale factor. The state finder parameter pair {r,s}depends on the third-order derivative of the
scale factor. The trajectories in the r-s plane for various DE models are generated to bring about the
discrimination between these models. For the concordance ΛCDM model, the state finder parameter is
a fixed point {r, s} = {1, 0} but for quintessence and phantom models the trajectories lie in the region
s > 0; r < 1 whereas for Chaplygin gas models trajectories lie in the region s < 0; r > 1. Thus the
difference in the trajectory of a given model from the standard ΛCDM model discriminates the model
up to a great extent. The state finder parameter {r, s} can be defined as,

r =

...
a

aH3
=

1

2h2

d2h2

dx2
+

3

2h2

dh2

dx
+ 1,

s =
r − 1

3(q − 1
2
)

= −
1

2h2
d2h2

dx2
+ 3

2h2
dh2

dx

3
2h2

dh2

dx
+ 9

2

.

(33)

By substituting the value of Hubble parameter and its derivatives in the above equation(33) for the three
interaction cases, the evolution of the {r, s} parameter was plotted and is given in the figure(7), (8) and
(9).
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Figure 7: The r-s plot for NLI1
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Figure 8: The r-s plot for NLI2
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Figure 9: The r-s plot for NLI3

The value of the statefinder parameter corresponding to the current epoch for the three cases is found
to be

(r0, s0)NLI1 = (0.999, 0.003), (r0, s0)NLI2 = (0.997, 0.007),

(r0, s0)NLI3 = (0.997, 0.008).
(34)

This indicates that all three cases are distinguishably different from the ΛCDM model. The present
values of{r, s} parameter of NLI2 and NLI3 are almost the same, whereas there is a slight difference in
its value for the case of NLI1. The evolution of the trajectories of the three cases shows that the state
finder parameter lies in the region corresponding to r < 1 and s > 0 until it reaches the fixed ΛCDM
point resembles the quintessence nature of DE[70]. The trajectory of NLI1 and NLI3 is approaching the
ΛCDM fixed point in the future, whereas NLI2 is diverging away from the ΛCDM point.

4 Phase Space Analysis

We study the asymptotic behavior of the present model for the three nonlinear interaction cases separately
by using dynamical system tools. We define a new set of dimensionless variables,

u =
ρm

3H2
v =

ρde
3H2

(35)

We formulate the autonomous coupled differential equations by using these variables, Friedmann
equation and the corresponding conservation equations for each case as,

For the case NLI1:

u′ =
du

dx
= 3(bu− 1)u− 6(1− v)

(
v

2
− 1

2

)
= f(u, v),

v′ =
dv

dx
= −3bu2 − 6v

(
v

2
− 1

2

)
= g(u, v).

(36)

For the case NLI2:

u′ =
du

dx
= 3(bv2 − u)− 6u

(
v

2
− 1

2

)
= f(u, v),

v′ =
dv

dx
= −3bv2 − 6(1− u)

(
v

2
− 1

2

)
= g(u, v).

(37)

12



For the case NLI3:

u′ =
du

dx
= 3u(bv − 1)− 6u

(
v

2
− 1

2

)
= f(u, v),

v′ =
dv

dx
= −3buv − 6(1− u)

(
v

2
− 1

2

)
= g(u, v).

(38)

Here the prime refers to differentiation with the variable x = ln a. The equilibrium solutions are obtained
by equating u′ = 0 and v′ = 0. The corresponding critical points for the three interaction cases are,
(u∗, v∗) = (0, 1), ( 1

1+b
, b

1+b
) for NLI1, (u∗, v∗) = (1, 0), ( b

1+b
, 1

1+b
) for NLI2, (u∗, v∗) = (0, 1), (1, 0) for

NLI3. The state (0, 1) corresponds to the end de Sitter phase where as the state (1, 0) represents early
matter-dominated phase. The state ( 1

1+b
, b

1+b
) produce a matter-dominated epoch and that ( b

1+b
, 1

1+b
)

shows a DE-dominated era. The stability of the dynamic system in the neighborhood of the critical
point can be checked by by considering small perturbations around the critical point as u = u∗ + δu,
v = v∗ + δv. Linearize the system of equations (36),(37) and (38) with respect to these perturbation
gives a matrix equation, [

δu′

δv′

]
=

[
( ∂f
∂u

)∗ ( ∂f
∂v

)∗
( ∂g
∂u

)∗ ( ∂g
∂v

)∗

] [
δu
δv

]
(39)

The Jacobian matrix i.e., 2× 2 matrix in the right of equation(39) for the three cases of the present
model are,

for NLI1, [
3bu∗ + 3(bu∗ − 1) −3(1− v∗) + 3(v∗ − 1)

−6bu∗ −3(v∗ − 1)− 3v∗

]
(40)

for NLI2, [
−3 −3(1− v∗) + 3(−1 + v∗) + 6bv∗
0 −3(−1 + v∗)− 3v∗ − 6bv∗

]
(41)

for NLI3, [
−3(−1 + v∗) + 3(−1 + bv∗) −3u∗ + 3bu∗

3(−1 + v∗) −3(1− v∗)− 3bu∗

]
(42)

Diagonalizing the above matrices gives the eigenvalues. The stability of the critical points are inferred
from the sign of eigenvalues of the Jacobian matrix. If all the eigenvalues are positive, then the trajectories
from the neighbourhood of these points diverge away from that critical point and then it is an unstable
node. If all the eigenvalues are negative, the trajectories from the neighbourhood of the critical point
converge to that point, and then such critical points are stable attractors. If it consists of both positive
and negative eigenvalues, then the critical point is said to be a saddle point for which the trajectories are
diverging or converging from these points. The critical points, eigenvalues and nature of the eigenvalues
obtained for the three different interaction cases are summarized in the table(2)

For the case NLI1: the critical point (0.979, 0.021) is a saddle point since one of the eigenvalues is
positive and the other is negative. The critical point (0, 1) is a stable point for which the eigenvalues
are negative. For the case, NLI2:the critical point (1, 0) is a saddle point seeing that the eigenvalues
consist of positive and negative values. The critical point (0.072, 0.928) is stable since the eigenvalues are
negative. For the case, NLI3: the critical point (1, 0) is a saddle point for which the eigenvalues consist of
positive and negative values. The critical point (0, 1) is stable since all the eigenvalues are negative. The
asymptotic behaviour of all three cases predicts the transition of the universe from the early decelerated
epoch to the stable later accelerated epoch.
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Table 2: Critical points and eigenvalue values

Models Criticalpoints Eigenvalues Nature

NLI1
(0.997,0.003) (-3,3) saddle

(0,1) (-3,-3) stable

NLI2
(1,0) (-3,3) saddle

(0.001,0.999) (-3,-3) stable

NLI3
(1,0) (-3,2.99) saddle

(0,1) (-3,-2.99) stable
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Figure 10: Phase space plot for NLI1
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Figure 11: Phase space plot for NLI2
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Figure 12: Phase space plot for NLI3

5 Conclusion

RVE model has emerged as a new look into the cosmological constant problem. These models are well
motivated from the renormalization approach of quantum field theory in curved spacetime indicates
the possibility of slowly varying CC[11, 15, 42]. These models fit the current observational data quite
successfully compared to the ΛCDM. The general form of RVE density consists of a combination ofH2 and
Ḣ terms. This is analogous to the holographic Ricci DE density, where a combination of H2 and Ḣ terms
are also present in it. So we consider holographic Ricci DE as a running vacuum. In the earlier works, we
consider holographic Ricci DE with an additive constant in its energy density. We have shown that this
additive constant in the energy density is responsible for causing a transition from prior decelerated to
a late accelerated phase of the universe[35]. Then we have shown that by accounting for the interaction
between the dark sectors through a phenomenological term Q = 3bHρm transition from decelerated to
accelerated epoch is possible without an additive constant in the DE density[36]. The cosmology with
the interaction between DM and DE has gained massive attention because several cosmic puzzles such as
the cosmological constant problem, coincidence problem as well as some recent observational issues, such
as the H0 tension, σ8 tension, and the crossing of the phantom barrier without any scalar field theory can
be solved by the allowance of an interaction between the dark sectors[71, 72, 73]. The observational data
collected from various astrophysical sources have favoured interaction between the dark sectors. Since
the precise nature of the interaction between the dark sectors is yet unknown, the possibility for the
cosmological models permitting nonlinear interaction is equally acceptable to understand the dynamics
of the universe. The nonlinear interaction with holographic DE was discussed in the references[37, 38, 39].
The authors in reference[74, 75] test the viability of the interacting holographic DE model by using the
combined observational data. The present work thus examines the cosmological dynamics in the presence
of various nonlinear interaction rates between DM and DE in a spatially flat FLRW universe.

In this work, we have explored a model of HRDE as a running vacuum by accounting for a nonlinear
interaction between the DM and the DE. The nonlinear interaction of the form Q = 3bHρm+sρnmρ

−s−n
de

where b is the coupling constant, powers s,n, and m specify interactions, generalizing several models
studied so far in the literature[39]. The models corresponding to various combinations of m, n, and s
were found to be different from that of the standard ΛCDM model[38]. In particular, we have consid-
ered three distinct nonlinear interaction forms for the corresponding values of m,n,s as (m,n,s)=(1,2,-
2), (m,n,s)=(1,0,-2), (m,n,s)=(1,1,-2) in our work which gives analytically feasible solutions. For each
of these cases, we analytically solve for the Hubble parameter. To examine the observational ac-
ceptance of the models, we perform global fittings of the models using the latest observational data
SN1a(Pantheon)+CMB(Planck2018)+BAO(SDSS) data set. We have extracted the value of model pa-
rameter β, interaction term b, Ωde0, H0, and M for all the three interaction cases using the χ2 minimiza-
tion technique. The parameters of all the three cases are found to behave similar values as β ∼ 0.45,
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Ωde0 ∼ 0.72, H0 ∼ 68.7, M ∼ 19.39. The value of the interaction term b for NLI1 and NLI3 is 0.003
whereas, for NLI2, its value is 0.001. The positive value of the interaction parameter confirms the transfer
of energy from DE to the DM. The evolution of the Hubble parameter using these constraints of model
parameter for three interaction cases predicts the presence of the big bang at the origin.

We also derive the deceleration parameter for the three cases of nonlinear interaction. The present
value of the deceleration parameter, q0, agrees with the observational results. The evolution of the q-z
plot for the three cases predicts a transition from decelerated to the accelerated epoch at the redshift,
zT ∼ 0.72, which agrees with the range of ΛCDM model.

The state finder diagnosis of the three cases shows that this model is distinguishably different from
the ΛCDM model. The trajectories of {r, s} parameter of NLI1 and NLI3 are approaching the ΛCDM
fixed point in the future, whereas that of NLI2 is diverging from the ΛCDM fixed point. The trajectories
of three cases lie in the region r < 1, and s > 0 resembles the nature of quintessence DE.

The phase space analysis of the three cases was analyzed. The critical points obtained having both
positive and negative eigenvalues represent the prior unstable matter-dominated phase. The critical
points having both negative eigenvalues correspond to the stable accelerated epoch. For the case NLI1:
the critical point (0.997, 0.003) represents an unstable matter-dominated phase, and the critical point
(0, 1) gives a stable de Sitter phase. For NLI2, the critical point (1, 0) corresponds to an unstable matter-
dominated epoch, whereas the critical point (0.001, 0.999) shows an unstable DE-dominated epoch. For
NLI3, the critical point (1, 0) represents an unstable matter-dominated early phase, and the critical
point (0, 1) corresponds to the stable DE-dominated late phase. Our analysis shows that all the three
interacting cases predict a prior matter-dominated universe with an unstable node and a stable DE-
dominated universe with acceleration, similar to the de Sitter phase.

The authors in the reference[76] interpret the dark sector interaction model in which the coupling form
accounts for the interaction between the DM and the DE Q = ρ́

3(α+βρ)
as a particular case of a running

vacuum model of the type Λ(H) = n0 +n1H
2 +n2H

4 in which VE decays to DM. In the reference[77] au-
thors show that the nonlinear interaction between dark sectors results in an ISW(Integrated Sachs–Wolfe)
effect. A more quantitative analysis of these interesting issues of non-linearly interacting models will be
the subject of future work.
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