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We address the question of uniqueness of spatially flat ΛCDM-like evolution for FLRW cosmologies
in General Relativity, i.e. whether any model other than the spatially flat ΛCDM can give rise to
the same type of scale factor evolution. We elaborate on the distinction between kinematic and
dynamic equivalence among cosmological models. We consider two models with interaction in the
dark sector: coupled fluid-fluid model and coupled quintessence model. We enforce the kinematic
degeneracy with the spatially flat ΛCDM model via the cosmographic condition j = 1 (j being the
jerk parameter), which in turn fixes the function of the interaction term that is a priori unspecified.
We argue that in General Relativity this cosmographic condition is consistent only with spatially
flatness. Employing a dynamical system approach, we show that the spatially flat coupled fluid-fluid
interacting models kinematically degenerate with ΛCDM must necessarily be based on a phantom
fluid, whereas the set of physically viable spatially flat coupled quintessence models with power
law or exponential potential kinematically degenerate to ΛCDM is of measure zero. Our analysis
establishes that coupled fluid-fluid models with non-phantom fluids or coupled quintessence models
with power law and exponential potential can never reproduce a cosmological evolution similar to
that of the ΛCDM. The astrophysical consequences of our findings are qualitatively discussed in
light of observational cosmological tensions.

I.

INTRODUCTION

Although the ΛCDM model has been remarkably successful in accounting for various cosmological datasets, now
that we have entered an epoch of high precision cosmological measurements, some tensions have been identified [1–3].
Specifically, analyses of CMB [4] and of supernovae [5] datasets deliver discrepant estimates of the value of the Hubble
constant H0 and, even accounting just for the former may require a description of dark energy beyond a cosmological
constant [6]. Moreover, the parameter estimate from the growth of matter perturbations, whose evolution can be
reconstructed from redshift space distortion observations [7], challenges that from the Planck and supernovae datasets
[8–10]. This is the so-called f σ8 tension [11], where f is the logarithmic growth rate of matter density perturbations
and σ8 the matter power spectrum at 8h−1 Mpc. Therefore, we are required to construct some novel theoretical model
whose background dynamics resembles that of ΛCDM as closely as possible, but which also comes with some freedom
allowing us to describe a realistic growth of the matter perturbations. The cosmographic approach [12–14] and the
statefinder diagnostic [15] can be exploited for quantifying the deviations of the cosmological model at hand from
ΛCDM. Model independent estimates of the jerk parameter which rely on cosmic chronometers and supernovae data
are consistent with j ≈ 1 [16, 17], and following previous literature this result was interpreted as that the model has to
be ΛCDM. However, we think that it is necessary to refine the notion of degeneracy between cosmological models by
distinguishing their kinematical vs. dynamical properties. In fact, as we are familiar from College Physics textbooks,
for fully determining the behavior of any physical system it is necessary to both provide an evolution (differential)
equation and some initial conditions. The redshift evolution of the jerk parameter is (see e.g. [16, Eq.(4)]):
h
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Solving j(z) = 1 we obtain [18–21]
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H 2 (z)
= C1 (1 + z)3 + C2 ,
H02

(2)
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where C1 and C2 are two arbitrary constants satisfying C1 + C2 = 1. Re-naming these two constants as C1 = Ωm0 and
C2 = ΩΛ0 , we see that the condition j(z) = 1 can provide a spatially flat ΛCDM-like cosmic history at a background
level. In fact, all the other cosmographic quantities, which can then be used for example for writing the luminosity
distance, can be obtained as combinations of the derivatives of the function H = H(z) and this function itself, and
therefore are fully determined by the condition j = 1 [12, 13]. However, it should be appreciated that the condition
j(z) = 1 by itself does not provide neither any information on the physical meaning of the two integration constants C1
and C2 , nor any route for fixing them, and that the previous identification holds for the spatially flat ΛCDM only. A
physical meaning of these two arbitrary constants can only be provided with respect to a particular model in mind.
For example, in the ΛCDM model, dark matter and dark energy evolve independently, and their energy densities
redshift as (1 + z)3 and (1 + z)0 respectively. Then and only then could we identify C1 with Ωm0 and C2 with ΩΛ0 .
We could not have concluded the same, for example, had there been an interaction in the dark sector. In other words,
the functional relationships C1 = C1 (ΩDE0 , Ωm0 ) and C2 = C2 (ΩDE0 , Ωm0 ) are sensitive to the choice of the model [19].
In what follows we will derive them considering for example a dark energy model pDE = wDE ρDE with wDE =
6 −1 and
also allowing for energy interactions between dark energy and dark matter. Therefore, the condition j = 1 is sufficient
for reproducing the kinematics of ΛCDM, but not its dynamics. From the astrophysical perspective, this remark means
that when testing the cosmic history (2) with respect to data, one may very well get C1 = 0.3 and C2 = 0.7, which
however should not be taken naively to represent the abundances of dark matter and dark energy at the present day
[19].
Our intuition at the core of the present paper is that we can have the same kinematics, e.g. cosmographic properties,
as in the standard model of cosmology, while also preserving some freedom which may be tuned for alleviating the
current observational tensions [1–3]. In this paper, we will introduce as well a notion of speciality for the ΛCDM
model. In fact, this model comes with a matter dominated era in the past and a present dark energy dominated era.
In the language of the dynamical system formulation of cosmology, which we adopt in the present paper, the former
is an unstable equilibrium or past attractor while the latter is a stable equilibrium or future attractor. This may
not be true for alternative models kinematically degenerate to ΛCDM. In what follows, we will show that not all the
models exhibiting the cosmographic, e.g. kinematic, property j = 1 are viable physical models because they lack the
future attractor and the dynamical evolution makes the system leave the physically viable region given, for example,
by the constraints 0 ≤ Ωm ≤ 1 and 0 ≤ ΩDE ≤ 1. In particular, we will show that for a coupled fluid cosmology
with interactions in the dark sector and satisfying j = 1 to be physically viable, it should necessarily be based on
phantom fluids, while physically viable coupled quintessence cosmologies with exponential or power law potential with
interaction in the dark sector and satisfying j = 1 belong to a set of zero measure. Therefore, it is actually possible in
those cases to theoretically break the degeneracy with ΛCDM even at the background level. Our present work serves
to show that, although the condition j = 1 may allow for other cosmologies kinematically degenerate with ΛCDM, the
requirement for the existence of a stable future attractor dominated by non-phantom matter component may severely
reduce the number of such available models. This point should always be kept in mind while trying to reconstruct
alternative models based on the degeneracy with ΛCDM.
Our paper is organized as follows. In Sect.II we provide some remarks about the generic solutions of the cosmographic
condition j = 1, which is the center of our analytical treatment in this paper, and discuss why a globally spatially
curved cosmology cannot attain this condition. In Sect.III A we construct a model with interactions between dark
matter and dark energy in which the energy flow is determined by imposing the cosmographic condition j = 1; we
consider both the cases of dark energy described by a constant and a time-varying equation of state parameter and
show that in both cases the null energy condition is violated. In Sect.III B we maintain the previous assumptions
but we describe dark energy as a canonical scalar field with either a power-law or an exponential potential and show
that the Friedmann dynamics makes the system leave the physically meaningful region 0 ≤ ΩDE ≤ 1 except only for a
zero-measure set of solutions. From the technical perspective, our results are obtained by performing a dynamical
system analysis. We conclude in Sect.IV by discussing the astrophysical interpretation of our results arguing that
the difficulty of constructing cosmological models whose background dynamics is close to the ΛCDM one (assuming
General Relativity and the Copernican principle) may call for physically different solutions of the currently observed
cosmological tensions.

II.

GENERIC SOLUTION OF THE CONDITION j = 1

Our analytical treatment in this paper centers around the cosmographic condition j = 1, which is satisfied by the
spatially flat ΛCDM model. The general solution for the scale factor a(t) corresponding j = 1 is [22, Eq.(22)]

2/3
a(t) = Aeλt + Be−λt
,

(3)
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where A, B, λ are integration constants. However, even the explicit knowledge of the time evolution of the scale factor
is not enough for drawing out conclusions about the physical interpretation of the cosmic epochs experienced by such
a universe because the interpretation of the integration constants is model-dependent. For example, no information
can be obtained about the values of the matter abundance parameters and nothing can be inferred about the energy
conditions of the actual fluids filling the spacetime, calling for a dynamical system analysis as we will do in this paper.
A discussion regarding the global spatial curvature of the model is now in order. One may wonder whether there
can be non-flat FLRW cosmology satisfying the condition j = 1, which is typically assigned to the spatially flat ΛCDM
cosmological model. We want to mention here that j = 1 must always correspond to a spatially flat FLRW cosmology.
The reason is that integrating back from j = 1, one gets only two terms, scaling as (1 + z)3 and (1 + z)0 respectively.
On the other hand, the spatial curvature abundance for an FLRW cosmology scales as (1 + z)2 . While dark matter and
dark energy abundances appear both in the Friedmann equation, i.e. the 00-th component of the Einstein equations
and in the continuity equations, the curvature term Ωk appears only in the former. Thus, while the redshift scaling of
dark matter and dark energy abundance change from that in the ΛCDM model when the equation of state parameter is
time-dependent and/or when interaction in the dark sector is allowed, the redshift evolution of Ωk remains unaffected.
The lack of a ∼ (1 + z)2 term in the cosmic history (2) therefore implies spatial flatness. In other words, the two
constants C1,2 cannot be anyhow related to the spatial curvature abundance Ωk0 as long as j = 1 [20]. A spatial
curvature term is of course possible if, instead of j = 1, one takes a different parametrization for j(z). For example,
integrating back the parametrization
j(z) = 1 + j1

(1 + z)2
,
h2 (z)

(4)

one arrives at (see model III of Ref.[18])
h2 (z) = C1 (1 + z)3 + C2 − j1 (1 + z)2 .

(5)

As usual, C1 = C1 (ΩDE0 , Ωm0 ) and C2 = C2 (ΩDE0 , Ωm0 ), while the third term may be interpreted as the spatial
curvature. The identification {C1 , C2 , j1 } = {Ωm0 , ΩΛ0 , Ωk0 } gives back the spatially non-flat ΛCDM model. We
would like to mention that while a deviation from j = 1 following the parametrization (4) is a necessary condition
for the existence of a global spatial curvature, however, it is not a sufficient condition. One could indeed try to
reconstruct specific equations of state and interaction terms, albeit very speculative, delivering a ∼ (1 + z)2 term in the
Friedmann equation. Again, the reason is that the physical interpretation of the mathematical integration constants is
model-dependent.
III.

PHASE SPACE ANALYSIS FOR AN FLRW UNIVERSE WITH j = 1

In this section we carry out the generic phase space analysis for interacting dark matter-dark
energy models which
...
a
reproduce the kinematics of a spatially flat cosmology satisfying the jerk parameter j ≡ aH
3 = 1. The cold dark
matter is modelled as a dust fluid. We consider two cases: one where the dark energy is modelled as a (not necessarily
ideal) fluid and another where it is modelled as a quintessence scalar field.
A.

Coupled fluid model

The governing equations of the system are
Friedmann constraint:

3H 2 = ρm + ρDE ,

(6a)

2

(6b)
(6c)
(6d)

Raychaudhuri equation: 2Ḣ + 3H = −wDE ρDE ,
Continuity equation: ρ̇m + 3Hρm = −Q,
Continuity equation: ρ̇DE + 3H(1 + wDE )ρDE = Q.
We define the dynamical variables
Ωm ≡

ρm
,
3H 2

Ω≡

ρDE
,
3H 2

(7)

which are related by the algebraic constraint
Ωm + Ω = 1.

(8)
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Let us begin by discussing the case wDE = const.. The resulting dynamical system is 1-dimensional and given by the
equation
Ω0m = 3wDE Ωm (1 − Ωm ) −

Q
,
3H 3

(9)

where a 0 represents derivative with respect to the logarithmic time N ≡ ln a. From the Raychaudhuri equation one
can calculate the deceleration parameter
q≡−

Ḣ
1
ä
= −1 − 2 = [1 + 3wDE (1 − Ωm )] ,
2
aH
H
2

and from the deceleration parameter one can calculate the jerk parameter as
...
a
9
wDE Q
j≡
= 2q 2 + q − q 0 = 1 + wDE (1 + wDE )(1 − Ωm ) −
.
3
aH
2
2H 3

(10)

(11)

The same relationship between jerk parameter j and interaction term Q can be derived also using literature results
from the reconstruction method. We take either [23, Eq.(4)] or [24, Eq.(16)] assuming wDE = const. and write (note
that in those papers the prime stands for a derivative with respect to the redshift z):
" 
#
2
2
dH
dH
2d H
− wDE Q = 2 H
+H
+ 9(1 + wDE )H 3 .
(12)
(1 + z)2 − 2(5 + 3wDE )(1 + z)H 2
dz
dz 2
dz
In fact, using
recast as

d
dt

d
= −(1 + z)H dz
and

−

d2
dt2

h
d2
= H(1 + z)2 H dz
2 +

dH d
dz dz

i

d
+ (1 + z)H 2 dz
, the previous condition can be

wDE Q
Ḧ
Ḣ
= 2 3 + 6(2 + wDE ) 2 + 9(1 + wDE ) = 2j − 2 − 9(1 + wDE )wDE (1 − Ωm ) ,
H3
H
H

(13)

which reproduces (11), and where we have used j ≡ 1 + 3 HḢ2 + HḦ3 and (10) in the last step.
Imposing the condition j = 1 now fixes the unknown coupling function Q
Q
= 3(1 + wDE )(1 − Ωm ).
3H 3

(14)

Since 1 − Ωm ≥ 0, in this model the direction of the energy flow is fixed during the cosmic evolution. If we take the
dark energy fluid to be a non-phantom fluid (1 + wDE > 0), then the energy flow is always from dark matter to dark
energy. If we instead take the dark energy fluid to be a phantom fluid (1 + wDE < 0), then the energy flow is always
from dark energy to dark matter. We need to recall that the direction of the energy flow is still a topic of debate
because according to thermodynamical arguments relying on the Le Châtelier-Braun principle it should occur from
dark energy to dark matter [25] (with this proposal being consistent with the non-parametric reconstruction of the
interaction term from astrophysical datasets [26]), while others suggest that its direction should be opposite because
the dark matter dominated epoch (in which astronomical structures form) is expected to come before the dark energy
dominated one [27].
We remark that the kinematic degeneracy at the background level with ΛCDM should be imposed by requiring
either j(z) ≡ 1 or the cosmic history (2) with no prejudicial physical interpretation of those constants. Actually,
implementing the latter into (12), one obtains that
C2 = −

wDE Q
= 1 − C1 ,
9HH02 (1 + wDE )

(15)

i.e. Q(z) ∝ H(z), within our model. Using (14) and specifying all the quantities at the present time z = 0, we can
identify
{C1 , C2 } = {1 + wDE Ω0 , −wDE Ω0 } .

(16)

We should now remark that, as found in Sect.I, for the actual ΛCDM model we need to have {C1 , C2 } = {Ωm0 , Ω0 }.
Implementing this requirement into Eq.(16) and solving for wDE , we consistently obtain wDE = −1. Therefore, a
model with wDE = const. 6= −1 and Q 6= 0 is kinematically but not dynamically equivalent to ΛCDM.
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Implementing the coupling function obtained from Eq.(14) into the dynamical equation (9) gives
Ω0m = −3(1 − Ωm ) [1 + wDE (1 − Ωm )] .

(17)

Ω0 = 3Ω(1 + wDE Ω)

(18)

The previous equation is equivalent to

and it can be analytically solved as
Ω=

1
Ce−3N − wDE

⇒

Ωm =

Ce−3N − wDE − 1
Ce−3N − wDE

(19)

where C = Ω10 + wDE is a constant of integration, and a subscript 0 indicates that the quantity is evaluated at the
present time. Two equilibrium epochs can be identified during the cosmic evolution


1
1 + wDE
P1 : (Ωm , Ω) = (1, 0),
P2 : (Ωm , Ω) =
,−
,
(20)
wDE
wDE
of which the first one is clearly a CDM dominated epoch. Notice that, since 0 < Ωm , Ω < 1 the second fixed point,
P2 can be physical iff 1 + wDE < 0, i.e. when the dark energy fluid is phantom. It can be relevant as a solution of
the coincidence problem if we choose wDE ∼ −2, because in that case the abundance of dark energy and of dark
matter would be the same [28] (more precisely, for reproducing the commonly accepted value of dark energy abundance
Ω = 0.70, we should require wDE ≈ −1.43). Furthermore, we can introduce the equation of state parameter for the
effective fluid driving the expansion of the universe, which is defined as
weff :=

pDE
.
ρm + ρDE

(21)

In correspondence of P2 we get weff = −1 implying a de Sitter evolution. For establishing the stability of these two
equilibria we begin by computing the Jacobian for Eq.(18), getting J = 3(1 + 2wDE Ω). Then, we have
J

= 3 > 0,
P1

= −3 < 0 .

J

(22)

P2

Therefore, the CDM dominated epoch P1 is a past attractor whereas the other equilibrium, P2 , is a future attractor.
It should be noted that viable coupled fluid-fluid models satisfying j = 1 needs to be based on a phantom fluid with
wDE < −1 for having a future attractor, without which the dynamics (19) would leave the physical acceptable region
0 ≤ Ω ≤ 1 in the future. We recall that in the ΛCDM model there is a past attractor accounting for the matter
dominated era with Ωm = 1 and a future attractor given by the de Sitter universe with Ωm = 0: their existence
and stability properties can be easily obtained applying our previous analysis to (18) with wDE = −1. Therefore,
the property of ΛCDM of exhibiting a future attractor, which is indeed necessary for having a physically meaningful
dynamics, is not general and it can be used for ruling out already at the background level some models kinematically
degenerate with it.
We have demonstrated that a model kinematically degenerate with ΛCDM, if based on an ideal fluid description of
dark energy, e.g. with pressure and energy density directly proportional to each other, would violate the null energy
condition. We will now show that this picture does not change even if we allow for a time evolution of the dark energy
equation of state parameter. In fact, we get
9
3
wDE Q
0
j = 1 + wDE (1 + wDE )(1 − Ωm ) − (1 − Ωm )wDE
−
,
2
2
2H 3

(23)



0
Q
wDE
= 3(1 + wDE ) −
(1 − Ωm ) ,
3H 3
wDE

(24)

and therefore

should we impose j = 1. Under these assumptions, the evolution of dark energy abundance is governed by


0
wDE
0
Ω = Ω 3(1 + wDE Ω) −
.
wDE

(25)
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A time-dependent equation of state parameter can be interpreted as being energy dependent. In other words, what
we are now considering is that dark energy is a non-ideal fluid whose equation of state is pDE = w(ρDE )ρDE . The
0
dynamical system we should now tackle would be constituted by (25) and by a specific differential equation for wDE
;
the latter would become known if a specific modeling of dark energy is assumed from the outside. However, regardless
further assumptions on the dark energy equation of state beyond the property that it is time-dependent, we know that
0
an equilibrium point would necessarily be characterized by the property (wDE
)eq = 0. Therefore, from the evolution of
dark energy abundance we can identify the equilibria,


1 + wDE∗
1
P1 : (Ωm , Ω) = (1, 0),
P2 : (Ωm , Ω) =
,−
,
(26)
wDE∗
wDE∗
0
where wDE∗ is a constant whose explicit value would be known from solving (wDE
)eq = 0. In this scenario, P2 might
actually represent more than one equilibrium point depending on the number of different roots of the evolution
equation for the dark energy equation of state. Even without knowing those solutions explicitly, we can conclude
that the latter equilibrium point can exist only if dark energy, at P2 , comes in the form of a phantom fluid, e.g. with
wDE∗ < −1, consequently violating the null energy condition. A plethora of time-varying dark energy equations of
state pDE = w(ρDE )ρDE have been investigated in literature [29–33], with Chaplygin gas being perhaps the most
popular one [34, 35]; even allowing for extra degrees of freedom in terms of energy flows, our analysis reveals that they
might be a solution of some cosmological tensions only at the price of violating the null energy condition. Our result
applies to an interaction term (24) whose physical properties have been left at a quite general level.
A curvature term inside the Friedmann constraint will change the available range for Ω potentially allowing to fulfill
the null energy condition. However, as we explained in Sect.II, the condition j = 1 on which our models are based is
consistent with spatial flatness only. Hence, a curvature term cannot be invoked for resolving this energy condition
violation.

B.

Coupled quintessence model

We will now consider the scenario of dark energy being accounted for by a quintessential scalar field φ with potential
2
V = V (φ) and kinetic energy K = φ̇2 . The energy density and pressure of dark energy are:
ρDE =

φ̇2
+ V (φ) ,
2

pDE =

φ̇2
− V (φ) .
2

(27)

The Friedmann equation and the continuity equations are now given by
φ̇2
+ V (φ),
2
ρm + φ̇2
Raychaudhuri equation: Ḣ = −
,
2
Continuity equation: ρ̇m + 3Hρm = −Q,
Friedmann constraint:

3H 2 = ρm +

(28a)
(28b)
(28c)

2

Continuity equation: φ̇φ̈ + V,φ φ̇ + 3H φ̇ = Q.
Let us now introduce the dimensionless variables [36, Eqs.(4.14)-(4.15)]
p
|V (φ)|
φ̇
ρDE
x := √
,
y := √
,
Ωφ :=
= x2 + y 2 ,
3H 2
6H
3H

(28d)

Ωm :=

ρm
,
3H 2

(29)

which have been proposed in [37], and the auxiliary quantities [36, Eqs.(4.26),(4.28)]
λ := −

V,φ
,
V

Γ :=

V V,φφ
.
V,φ2

(30)

We can note that the case Γ = 1 can be integrated to give the exponential potential V (φ) = V0 e−λφ , where λ and V0 are
1

 A−1
constants, while for the case Γ = A =
6 1 we would get V (φ) = (1−A)(A11 φ+A2 )
with A1 and A2 being constants
of integration. In the latter case, for φ → 0 the potential approaches a constant, while for φ → ∞ the potential
can either diverge (if A < 1) or asymptotically vanish (if A > 1) with the value A = 1 constituting a bifurcation.
Scalar field potentials exhibiting these characteristics have been playing an important role in literature, with the
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exponential potentials being considered because of their relations with super-gravity theories [37–41], power-law
potentials exhibiting bifurcations in their asymptotic behavior depending on some free parameters arise in the context
of the so-called “pole dark energy” models [42], and finally the study of inverse power-law potentials has been pioneered
by Peebles & Ratra [43].
The dark energy (or equivalently the quintessence) equation of state parameter can be recast as [36, Eq.(4.18)]
wDE ≡ wφ =

x2 − y 2
,
x2 + y 2

(31)

while the effective equation of state parameter (21) now reads as
weff = x2 − y 2 ,

(32)

where we have used the Friedmann constraint given below.
The Friedmann equation (28a) now gives the constraint
Ωm + Ωφ = Ωm + x2 + y 2 = 1 ,

(33)

while the evolution equations are given by
√
3x(x2 − y 2 − 1) + 6λy 2
Q
x =
+
,
3x
2
6H
√
y[3(x2 − y 2 + 1) − 6λx]
,
y0 =
2
√
λ0 = − 6xλ2 (Γ − 1) .
0

(34a)
(34b)
(34c)

Here we should note that, since 0 ≤ Ωm ≤ 1, we have 0 ≤ Ωφ ≡ x2 + y 2 ≤ 1 and the variables x, y are already bounded:
−1 ≤ x, y ≤ 1.
It should be appreciated that the interaction term affects the x-equation only. The third equation admits the
equilibria x = 0 which corresponds to the case of a cosmological constant pDE = −ρDE , λ = 0 which corresponds to
the case of a constant potential V (φ) = V0 , and Γ = 1 which corresponds to the case of the exponential potential (for
which, we remind λ = const.). The deceleration parameter reads as
1 + 3(x2 − y 2 )
1 + 3weff
=
.
2
2

(35)

√
9[(x2 − y 2 )2 − (x2 + y 2 )]
Q
+ 3 6λxy 2 +
2
2H 3

(36)

q=
Thus
q0 =
which implies

√
Q
j = 1 + 9x2 − 3 6λxy 2 −
.
2H 3

(37)

The condition of kinematic degeneracy with ΛCDM model j = 1 provides
√
Q
= 3x(3x − 6λy 2 ) ,
3
2H

(38)

where we can note that for the case of a cosmological constant for√
which x = 0, we correctly reduce to the non-interacting
scenario. We
have
Q
>
0
if
either
the
two
conditions
x
>
0,
x
>
6λy 2 /3 are simultaneously met, or the two conditions
√
√
2
x < 0, x < 6λy /3 are simultaneously met. The flow of energy is changing direction at x = 0 and at x = 6λy 2 /3.
By using (27),(29) we can re-write the interaction term as
√
Q = 3H(ρDE + pDE ) + λ(pDE − ρDE ) ρDE + pDE
(39)
which is shown to be non-linear in the dark energy density. It has been argued in [44] that non-linear energy exchanges
in the dark sector give rise to a cosmological dynamics similar to that of a universe filled with a Chaplygin Gas: we
confirm in Table I that this is the case even when λ is not anymore a fixed parameter but a dynamical variable by
identifying the past dark matter dominated epoch and the future de Sitter attractor.
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Fixed point xeq yeq λeq Ωm weff
L
P±

0

0 λeq

0 ±1 0

Cosmology

Eigenvalues

1

0

Matter Dominated power law (a(t) ∼ t2/3 )

0

−1

Scalar field dominated de Sitter

3 3
, ,
2 2


0

Stability

Unstable

(−3, 0, 0) Saddle or stable

TABLE I: In this Table, we list the equilibrium points for the dynamical system formed by Eqs.(41a),(41b),(41c), where the definitions of the
variables x, y and λ are given in Eqs.(29),(30). A cosmology reaches either the point P+ or the point P− depending on the initial conditions. The
cold dark matter abundance and the effective equation of state parameter are then computed from (32) and (33), respectively. We recall that this
scenario corresponds to have a scalar field obeying to a power-law potential.

Implementing (38) into (34a) we obtain
3x(x2 − y 2 + 1) −
x =
2
0

√

6λy 2

.

(40)

The dynamical system to consider therefore is
√
3x(x2 − y 2 + 1) − 6λy 2
,
x =
2
√
y[3(x2 − y 2 + 1) − 6λx]
y0 =
,
2
√
λ0 = − 6xλ2 (Γ − 1) .
0

(41a)
(41b)
(41c)

Once a functional form of the scalar field potential is given, Γ can be expressed as a function of λ, provided that the
V
definition λ = − V,φ is invertible. In particular, the situation is simplified when Γ is a constant, and even further if Γ = 1
(the case of exponential potential), for which the phase space is reduced to 2-dimensions. We note that the dynamical
system (41) is always symmetric under the transformation (y 7→ −y), so that we can focus our attention only to the
region 0 ≤ y ≤ 1, i.e. where the potential is nonnegative. For the special cases when Γ is either constant or an even
function of λ, the dynamical system (41) is also symmetric under the simultaneous transformation (x, λ) 7→ (−x, −λ),
so that we can constrain our region of focus even further to λ > 0. These symmetries characterize as well the
non-interacting case of the coupled quintessence models [36, Sects. 4.3-4.4], although the numbers and stability
properties of equilibria differ among the two scenarios. We must mention that the symmetries of the non-interacting
scenarios are in general not preserved when an interaction term is added. Since the term 6HQ3 x can be in fact any
arbitrary function of the dynamical variables x, y, λ and there is no guarantee that the symmetries y 7→ −y and
(x, λ) 7→ (−x, −λ) will be preserved even when an arbitrary interaction term is involved. It is, in fact, remarkable that
the particular interaction term specified by the requirement of kinematic degeneracy with ΛCDM, namely the one
given by Eq.(38), does in fact preserve the symmetry of the non-interacting case.
For Γ = A 6= 1, the dynamical equations (41a),(41b),(41c) create a 3-D phase portrait. Fig.1 shows the 2-D
projections of this phase portrait on three different planes corresponding to three different values of λ, revealing that
the system always leaves the physically viable region except only for a zero measure set of initial conditions.

1.

Γ = A 6= 1; V (φ) =



1
(1−A)(A1 φ+A2 )



1
A−1

Since the case Γ = const. already allows us to explore some cosmologically relevant scenarios, as previously mentioned,
we list in Table I the physically viable equilibrium points for the dynamical system formed by Eqs.(41a),(41b),(41c),
treating Γ as a parameter and λ as a dynamical variable. Under the same assumption, the Jacobian of the system can
be computed to be


√ 2
√
3(3x2 −y 2 +1)
−y(3x + 6λ)
− √ 6y
2
2
√
√


2
2
6xy
J =  y(6x− 6λ) 3(x −3y +1)− 6λx
.
(42)

2
√ 22
√− 2
6λ (1 − Γ)
0
2 6xλ(1 − Γ) x=x , y=y , λ=λ
eq

We also list the jacobian eigenvectors corresponding to the fixed points in Table II.

eq

eq
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FIG. 1: In panel (a),(b),(c) we show the 2-D phase space dynamics created by the dynamical system (41a) and (41b), fixing λ = 2.5, λ = 0.5 and
λ = 0, respectively. The invariant submanifolds s(x, y) = 0, 1 where s(x, y) ≡ x2 − y 2 + 1 are represented by red lines and curves. These invariant
submanifolds, along with the invariant submanifold y = 0, split the full phase space into disjoint regions in which the dynamics remains confined
depending on the initial condition. For λ = 0, the hyperbola s(x, y) = 0 also constitutes a 1-parameter family of non-isolated fixed points. The
shaded unit circle corresponds to the region of physical viability as given by 0 ≤ x2 + y 2 = 1 − Ωm ≤ 1. These phase portraits show the actual
2-D phase space dynamics for exponential potential (the case Γ = 1) and 2-D projections on various λ-planes of the 3-D phase space dynamics for
power law potential (the case Γ = A 6= 1). The plots confirm the results exhibited in Table III and in the main text: (i) the equilibrium point O
exists regardless the chosen value for λ, unlike P± and Q± ; (ii) O is a source, P± are local attractors and Q± are saddles. We mention that the
points P± exist for both power law and exponential potential (see both Table I and Table III), and the point O resides on the line of fixed points L
of Table I. Although the physically viable region is the one inside the shaded circle, we also show the region outside it to confirm that the coupled
quintessence cosmologies kinematically degenerate to ΛCDM do in fact always go outside the shaded region, rendering them physically non-viable.
There are two very special fine tuned cases for which there can be physically viable coupled quintessence cosmologies kinematically degenerate to
ΛCDM: (i) Exponential potential with λ = 0 (i.e. a constant potential) and (ii) Power law potential with the λ = 0 invariant submanifold being
attracting. Both these cases actually reduce to a canonical scalar field cosmology with constant potential, which is represented by the two vertical
lines connecting the points O to P± in panel (c).

Fixed point

Eigenvectors

q
L

P±




  
0
0
 1 0
0
1

3
1
2 2(1−Γ)λ2 

0
1

   
0
1
0
1 0 0
0
0
0

TABLE II: In this Table, we list the eigenvectors corresponding to the fixed points in Tab.I.

As equilibria, we find a line of non-isolated fixed points L parametrized by λ which correspond to
 amatter dominated
0
universe. Two eigenvalues are positive, while the zero eigenvalue corresponds to the eigenvector 0 which is aligned
1
along the λ-direction, e.g. it is tangent to the set. Therefore, L is a normally hyperbolic set and it constitutes the
possible past attractors of this cosmological model since all the non-zero eigenvalues are positive [45, p.24].
Furthermore, we note that the two branches of the hyperbola
H ≡ (λ, x2 − y 2 + 1) = (0, 0)

(43)

also constitute a 1-parameter family of non-isolated equilibrium points. However, taking into account the physical
constraint 0 ≤ x2 + y 2 ≤ 1, we also note that the two points P± ≡ (xeq , yeq ) = (0, ±1) ⊂ H are the only physically
viable fixed points. These two equilibria are mutually exclusive, residing on the opposite sides of the invariant
submanifold y = 0. The eigenvalues of the Jacobian at P± are −3, 0, 0. One of the zero eigenvalues corresponds to
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1
the eigenvector 0, which is tangent to H at P± . Therefore this zero eigenvalue appears because the points P±
0
actually belong to the 1-parameter family of
fixed points H. The eigenvector corresponding to the other
 nonisolated

0
zero eigenvalue, however, comes out to be 0, implying that it is not even possible to straightforwardly apply the
0
center manifold analysis. We need to devise some other technique to find out the stability of P± .
To this goal, we first note that the hyperbola H lies entirely on the 2-dimensional invariant submanifold λ = 0.
Moreover, the 2-dimensional surface given by
s(x, y) ≡ x2 − y 2 + 1 = 0

(44)

is also a 2-dimensional invariant submanifold. This is evident if we calculate
s0 ≡ 2(xx0 − yy 0 ) = 3s(s − 1),

(45)

where eqs.(41a)-(41b) have been used. The 1-parameter family of fixed points H, therefore, lies at the intersection
of two 2-dimensional invariant submanifolds, namely λ = 0 and s(x, y) = 0. It is easy to see from Eq.(45) that the
invariant submanifold s(x, y) = 0 is stable, which is also apparent if we calculate


ds
∂
= −3 < 0.
(46)
∂s dN s=0
This shows that the phase flow component parallel to the x-y plane near the invariant submanifold s(x, y) = 0 is
always towards it. To be more conclusive, we need a similar analysis to investigate the stability of λ = 0, but the
calculation is not so straightforward for this case, as


dλ
∂
= 0.
(47)
∂λ dN λ=0
Therefore linear analysis is inconclusive to find the directionality (towards or away from) of the λ-component of the
phase flow near the invariant submanifold λ = 0, and typically we need to consider higher orders partial derivatives.
But even without knowing the λ-component of the flow, since we already know that s(x, y) = 0 is a stable invariant
submanifold, we can conclude that the fixed points belonging to the 1-parameter family H are either stable or saddle
fixed points. Consequently the fixed points P± are also stable or saddle fixed points, with P± being definitely attracting
along the x-y plane and either attracting or repelling along the λ-direction.
From Fig.1 we note that, in general any phase trajectory originating from a point on the line L always leaves the
physically acceptable region 0 ≤ x2 + y 2 ≤ 1 at some point in its entire evolution history, rendering the cosmology it
represents to be physically non-viable. There is only one exception provided that the points P± are attractors. In this
case, the single trajectory lying entirely on the invariant submanifold λ = 0 and connecting the point (x, y) = (0, 0)
with P± are the only physically viable cosmologies.
2.

Γ = 1; V (φ) = V0 e−λφ

On the other hand, we list in Table III the equilibrium points for the dynamical system formed by Eqs.(41a),(41b) in
which λ is treated as a fixed parameter rather than as a dynamical variable. We recall that this scenario corresponds
to considering a scalar field governed by an exponential rather than polynomial potential. The Jacobian matrix is now
!
√
3(3x2 −y 2 +1)
−y(3x
+
6λ)
2√
√
J=
.
(48)
3(x2 −3y 2 +1)− 6λx
y(6x− 6λ)
2

2

x=xeq , y=yeq

In general for any λ =
6 0, both our analytical and graphical analyses concerning the exponential potential reveal the
lack of a stable fixed point inside the physically viable region 0 ≤ Ωm ≤ 1, implying that the system eventually leaves
this region. This result rules out the coupled quintessence model with exponential potential and effectively breaks the
kinematic degeneracy with ΛCDM already at the background level. Therefore a coupled quintessence model with an
exponential potential, even though exhibiting the cosmographic property j = 1, cannot physically mimic the ΛCDM
cosmology.
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Fixed point xeq yeq

Existence

Ωm

weff

Cosmology

Eigenvalues Stability

O

0

0

Always

1

0

Matter Dominated power law (a(t) ∼ t2/3 )

3 3
,
2 2

P±

0

±1

λ=0

0

−1

Scalar field dominated de Sitter

(-3, 0)

Stable

Q±

√
6
2λ

0

Power law (a(t) ∼ t 3 )


− 32 , 3

Saddle

√
√
√
± 2λ6 λ ≤ − 3 or λ ≥ 3 1 −

3
λ2

2



Unstable

TABLE III: In this Table, we list the equilibrium points for the dynamical system formed by Eqs.(41a),(41b) in which λ is a parameter whose
range of validity is found by demanding 0 ≤ x2 + y 2 ≤ 1 (or equivalently 0 ≤ Ωm ≤ 1). The definition of the variables x and y is given in Eq.(29).
The cold dark matter abundance and the effective equation of state parameter are then computed from (32) and (33), respectively. It should be
noted that in proximity of the equilibria Q± the scale factor is effectively evolving as in a (pressureless) dust universe (whose behavior is obtained
by considering the effective equation of state parameter), although there might not be dust at all filling the space, as seen from the value of the
matter parameter Ωm . We confirm graphically in Fig. 1 the stability results reported here.

Considering however the special case λ = 0, just like its 3d counterpart, the two branches of the hyperbola
x2 − y 2 + 1 = 0 correspond to a 1-parameter family of stable fixed points, which is also clear from the panel (c) of
Fig.1. However, due to the physical constraint 0 ≤ x2 + y 2 ≤ 1 only the points (xeq = 0, yeq = ±1) belonging to those
hyperbola are physically acceptable. In this case there are only two very specific coupled quintessence cosmologies that
are kinematically equivalent to the ΛCDM. In the phase portrait of panel (c), Fig.1. they correspond to the straight
lines joining O to P± .
3.

Discussion

The configurations characterized by λ = 0, which can arise in both the cases of exponential and power-law potentials,
essentially correspond to a constant potential, as is clear from Eq.(30). For λ = 0 one can exactly solve the dynamical
equations and find the general solutions
p
3N
3N
1 + C12 e 2
e 2
p
x(N ) = ± p 2
,
y(N
)
=
±
,
(49)
C1 e3N + C22
C12 e3N + C22
where C1,2 are integration constants and the signs of x(N ) and y(N ) can be chosen independently of each other. As
N → −∞, (x(N ), y(N )) → (0, 0), implying that all 
such cosmologies have
 as past attractor the point O ≡ (x, y) = (0, 0)
√
2
1+C
in the phase space. As N → +∞, (x(N ), y(N )) → ± |C11 | , ± |C1 | 1 , implying that all such cosmologies have as the
future attractor some point on the hyperbola x2 − y 2 + 1 = 0. However, the only cosmology that is physically viable
(i.e. the straight lines joining O to P± ) corresponds to choice C1 → ±∞. Therefore we conclude that physically viable
coupled quintessence models kinematically degenerate to ΛCDM, although in principle possible, are extremely rare
and fine tuned in the sense that there is not a family of such solutions but only two solutions, therefore constituting a
set of measure zero within the available phase space.
A discussion now is in order comparing the interacting scenario we discussed here with its non-interacting counterpart
[36, Sects. 4.3,4.4]. Firstly, in the non-interacting case, x2 + y 2 = 1 or Ωm = 0 is an invariant submanifold. Phase
trajectories inside this region, which corresponds to physically viable cosmologies, never cross out of this region. This
is because the dark matter density is conserved; if it is initially zero, it is zero throughout. On contrary, for the
interacting case, due to the existence of an interaction term, dark matter density is not conserved; even if it is initially
zero, the interaction term may induce it. All the fixed points for the non-interacting case lying on the circle Ωm = 0 or
x2 + y 2 = 1, apart from the points (x, y, λ) = (0, ±1, 0), are absent in the interacting case.
IV.

CONCLUSION

Different triplets of values of the cosmological parameters (H0 , Ωm0 , Ωk0 ) can deliver the same CMB temperature
anisotropy power spectrum making estimates of the curvature of the Universe from this dataset troubled by a
geometrical degeneracy [46–48]. Cosmic chronometers data have therefore been exploited for extracting information
on the curvature parameter [49]. A model-independent analysis, which does not require any a priori assumption on
the cosmic history of the Universe and on its matter content, of the latter points towards a spatially flat Universe
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[50]. In the framework of General Relativity and assuming the Copernican principle, accounted for by the FriedmanLemaı̂tre-Robertson-Walker metric, a spatially flat universe is consistent with the cosmographic requirement j = 1;
conversely, this condition, which is fulfilled by astrophysical measurements [16, 17], necessarily requires spatial flatness.
In this paper, we have constructed some cosmological models assuming the validity of General Relativity, of the
Copernican Principle (homogeneity and isotropy at large scale) and on dark energy pictured either by some non-ideal
fluids or by canonical scalar fields interacting with dark matter. The form of the energy coupling has been specifically
re-constructed in such a way that j = 1: this choice allows us to reproduce a cosmic evolution at a background
level consistent with astrophysical requirements. The need of introducing extra degrees of freedom in the forms of
an evolving dark energy equation of state and/or of an interaction arises because, assuming that data collections
and analysis have been performed correctly1 , some cosmological tensions such as the f σ8 and H0 tensions call for
some modifications of the ΛCDM paradigm. However, our investigation, which exploits a dynamical system approach,
has revealed the lack of physically acceptable late-time de Sitter attractors in the previously mentioned models. We
astrophysically interpret our findings as suggesting that, observed cosmological tensions call for a modification of the
standard ΛCDM model in some other direction, for example a modification to General Relativity or a relaxation of the
Copernican principle adopting inhomogeneous cosmological modelings.
A redshift-dependent rather than constant parametrization of the dark energy equation of state may alleviate the
Hubble tension [52]; when allowing also for interactions with dark matter, joint data analysis of CMB and supernovae
data favors a phantom fluid over a cosmological constant [53]. A number of future missions are expected to narrow
down the estimates of the cosmological parameters (such as the local distance ladder observations [54] and the
gravitational time delays measurements [55]), and the properties of the dark energy (as the Euclid space-based survey
mission [56] and the Dark Energy Spectroscopic Survey [57]). For the time being, in our paper we tackled in full
theoretical generality the problem of constructing interacting fluid-fluid and fluid-(canonical) field models with a ΛCDM
background cosmic history, allowing for extra degrees of freedom which, intuitively, should be tuned at a perturbation
level for taming some observational tensions. We arrived at the conclusion that, for a perfect fluid, the null energy
condition is violated regardless the number of free parameters on which an equation of state pDE = w(ρDE )ρDE would
be based and, for a canonical scalar field, the set of acceptable solutions is of measure zero.
Two other interesting avenues for research allowing for such extra degrees of freedom in the theory are modifications
to GR and relaxing the Copernican principle. Both these ideas have been employed as alternative to dark energy
models. Along the first line of research, investigation of f (R) cosmologies cosmographically equivalent to ΛCDM
appears to have already been gaining attentions, bulk of which consists of attempting to reconstruct the function f (R)
[22, 58–60]. In Ref.[61] this attempt was generalized to f (R) theories non-minimally coupled to matter, which is a
modified gravity model giving rise to an interaction in the dark sector. However, it was found that the reconstructed
function f (R) is obtained in the form of hypergeometric functions, which renders any further analytical treatment
difficult. Subsequently, a dynamical system approach without the need for explicit reconstruction of the form of f (R)
was developed in Ref.[62], and in our present paper we have applied the same way of thinking to a postulated energy
interaction term. Along the second line of research, Ref.[63] investigates how far the spherically symmetric LTB model
can mimic the concordance model, discussing also the possibility of breaking the degeneracy at the perturbation level.
Therefore, in future works we will try to further deepen the understanding of the applicability of these scenarios
as remedy of observed cosmological tensions by jointly applying dynamical system techniques and cosmographic
reconstruction methods.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

S.C. acknowledges the financial assistance provided by the North-West University, South Africa through the
postdoctoral grant NWU PDRF Fund NW.1G01487 as well as the accommodation and financial assistance provided
kindly by the Department of Mathematics, BITS-Pilani, Hyderabad Campus. D.G. is a member of the GNFM working
group of Italian INDAM. B.M. acknowledges IUCAA, Pune, India for providing academic support through the Visiting

1

Although, for completeness, we need to inform about literature studies according to which modifications to late-time Physics cannot
resolve the Hubble tension because of a not appropriate use of distance ladder measurements [51].
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