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In this work we analyze the full linear behaviour of the constrained interacting dark energy
(CIDER) model, which is a conformally coupled quintessence model tailored to mimic a ΛCDM
expansion. We compute the matter and temperature anisotropies power spectra and test the model
against recent observational data. We shed light on some particular subtleties of the background
behaviour that were not fully captured in previous works, and study the physics of the linear
cosmological observables. One novelty found was that matter perturbations are enhanced at large
scales when compared with the ones of the standard ΛCDM. The reason and impact of this trend
on the cosmological observables and on the physics of the early Universe are considered. We find
that the introduction of the coupling parameter alleviates the σ8 tension between early and late
time probes although Planck data favours the ΛCDM limit of the model.

I. INTRODUCTION

Over the last years cosmologists have been chal-
lenged with the existence of discrepancies among cru-
cial cosmological parameters of the ΛCDM cosmology,
which otherwise provides a remarkable fit to observa-
tional data. There are unexplained tensions between
early and late time experiments in the current rate
of expansion H0 [1–5] and in the amplitude of the
linear matter power spectrum σ8 [6–10]. In order to
circumvent the former problem, theorists contemplate
extensions beyond the standard model that assume a
different dynamical evolution for the Hubble param-
eter H(z) to try to better fit the data and alleviate
this tension [11–13]. On the other hand, it is also
possible to consider models that change the linear be-
haviour of matter fluctuations to achieve the same end
regarding the σ8 observational puzzle [14–16]. Within
the plethora of extended models, one enticing possi-
bility is provided by quintessence models [17–19], first
proposed as the cosmon field [20, 21]. Since in these
theories the role of dark energy is played by a dy-
namical scalar field, instead of Einstein’s cosmologi-
cal constant Λ, the evolution of the scale factor of the
Universe differs from the standard ΛCDM model and
the H0 tension can be addressed. Additionally, if one
assumes couplings of this scalar source to the mat-
ter fields [22–29], the evolution for the matter density
contrast, δm, and thus the predictions for the observ-
able σ8, will inevitably differ from the ΛCDM ones.
Therefore, one is able to tackle the observed cosmo-
logical σ8 tension with scalar field models of dark en-
ergy, in particular with coupled quintessence. A linear
conformal coupling between the quintessence field and
matter was introduced in [30] for a specific exponen-
tial potential. The author explored the background
behaviour of the model and the influence of the inter-
action on the overall cosmology, such as on the first
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acoustic peak of the cosmic microwave background
(CMB), from which an upper bound on the coupling
was found. Modified gravity theories can also produce
expansion rates and matter perturbations that deviate
from the standard model ones and alleviate the ten-
sions [31–35]. In some of those models, however, the
extensions from ΛCDM arise from higher-order cur-
vature terms, which may ultimately be interpreted as
an effective fluid, i.e. dark energy. The possibility of
distinguishing modified gravity and pure dark energy
models was discussed in, e.g., Refs. [36, 37].

In [16], the authors have proposed a specific model
in the form of a coupled scalar field φ that seems
to be promising in alleviating the σ8 tension. The
model is tailored to mimic a ΛCDM expansion rate
at background level, thus not tackling the H0 tension
between the CMB and late time observations since its
distinct observational signatures only arise at linear
level. Note that in Ref. [38] the authors also con-
struct an interacting quintessence-dark matter model
with a fixed background. However this is done in a
different way by imposing that the coupling depends
on the relative motion (velocities) of the dark compo-
nents, also leading to deviations only at the level of
perturbations (see also [39]). Other theories that fea-
ture a background evolution identical or very similar
to the standard model can be found in Refs. [40–42].

The small scale late time behaviour of matter
perturbations were thoroughly analysed and tested
against redshift space distortions (RSD) data in [16].
The authors have found that the coupling between the
scalar field and dark matter (DM) suppresses the DM
fluctuations, which inevitably slows down the cluster-
ing rate of matter. In Ref. [43] the authors explored
the nonlinear regime of the model by evolving the sec-
ond order matter perturbations. Since the model has
a slower clustering rate for stronger dark energy-dark
matter interactions, the collapse of matter perturba-
tion spherical regions will be delayed in the cosmic
history. Thus a higher amount of density contrast is
required for a spherical region to collapse and form
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a bound structure. The predictions for the number
of bound structures were computed, and the sensitiv-
ity of current missions to identify a non-zero value
of the coupling was estimated. More recently, in [44]
the author performed N-body simulations to study the
physics of the present model at non-linear scales. The
coupling induces a low-k suppression of the matter
clustering in accordance with the finding of [16, 43].
Moreover, accounting for non-linear corrections, the
model suppresses halo abundances and inner densities.
Finally, it was shown that the coupling strongly im-
pacts the abundance of cosmic voids due to the slower
growth of dark matter fluctuations.

Here, we complement the work carried out in
[16, 43, 44], by evolving the full set of linear equations
in the CIDER model with the Einstein-Boltzmann
code CLASS [45] to compute the matter and tem-
perature angular power spectra as observables. We
are also able to shed light on some subtleties of the
background behaviour that were not fully captured in
previous studies, and analyse the large scale demeanor
of matter perturbations relating to the physics of the
early Universe. We test the model with current weak
lensing observations, complementing the analysis of
[16] at low redshift, as well as with CMB data to fur-
ther the analysis at high redshift. The background de-
scription of the model and its linear behaviour can be
found in Sec. II and Sec. III respectively. The param-
eter inference is reported in Sec. IV and we conclude
on the σ8 tension in Sec. V.

II. MODEL

On a Friedmann-Lemâıtre-Roberson-Walker
(FLRW) Universe, the equations governing the
background evolution of the coupled species – the
dark energy scalar field φ with mean energy density
ρφ = φ̇2/2a2 + Vφ and dark matter with mean en-
ergy density ρc – for coupled quintessence are well
established in the literature [30, 46] and read

φ̈+ 2aHφ̇+ a2Vφ = a2κβρc , (2.1)

ρ̇c + 3aHρc = −κβφ̇ρc , (2.2)

where a dot denotes a derivative with respect to
conformal time, τ , H = ȧ/a2 is the Hubble param-
eter, function of the scale factor a, Vφ = dV/dφ is
the derivative of the potential with respect to the
quintessence field φ, the parameter β quantifies the
strength of the interaction between dark energy and
dark matter, and κ2 = 8πG. The Friedmann equation
has the standard form,

3

κ2
H2 =

∑
i

ρi , (2.3)

enclosing the energy density of the coupled species,
and standard non-interacting baryons and radiation,
ρb and ρr respectively.

The main feature of the CIDER model, in contrast
to standard coupled quintessence, is the constraint re-
lation

H = HΛCDM , (2.4)

where HΛCDM depends on the energy densities of the
cosmological constant, ρΛ, standard CDM matter,
ρcdm, baryons and radiation. This constraint ensures
the ΛCDM expansion is reproduced; the potential has
consequently the following form:

V =
φ̇2

2a2
+ ρΛ . (2.5)

From Eqs. (2.4) and (2.5) we may write the energy
densities of quintessence and coupled dark matter as:

ρφ = ρΛ +
φ̇2

a2
, (2.6)

ρc = ρcdm −
φ̇2

a2
, (2.7)

where ρcdm = ρ0
cdma

−3. Direct integration of Eq. (2.2)
gives

ρc = ρcdme
−κβφ = ρ0

cdma
−3e−κβφ , (2.8)

by fixing φ = 0 when ρc = ρcdm with no loss of gen-
erality. With this choice, throughout the evolution
βφ > 0 since ρc 6 ρcdm. Moreover, from Eq. (2.7),

at this time φ̇ = 0. From then on the energy trans-
fer happens from the dark matter component into the
scalar field, i.e. βφ̇ > 0. Focusing on the β > 0 case,
the equations being symmetric in (φ̇, β), φ has to grow

to remain positive and therefore φ̇ > 0.
Using Eqs (2.7) and (2.8), one can write the follow-

ing equation valid in any epoch,

e−κβφ = 1− κ2φ̇2

3H2
0 Ω0

cdm

a . (2.9)

Let us now consider the radiation dominated era,
where a = H0

√
Ω0
rτ and Eq.(2.9) becomes

e−κβφ = 1− κ2φ̇2

√
Ω0
r

3H0Ω0
cdm

τ , (2.10)

and reduces to

βκφ− κ2φ̇2

√
Ω0
r

3H0Ω0
cdm

τ = 0 , (2.11)

as long as φ is still sufficiently small to make the ap-
proximation e−κβφ ' 1 − κβφ. Eq. (2.11) possesses

the following constant solution for φ̇:

κφ̇ = 3βH0
Ω0
cdm√
Ω0
r

. (2.12)

From Eqs. (2.6) and (2.12), the energy density of the
scalar field dilutes as ρφ ∝ a−2 during the radia-
tion dominated epoch. This is illustrated in Fig. 1
computed with a modified version of the Einstein-
Boltzmann code CLASS. Interestingly, in the numer-
ical computation, the initial condition φ̇i can be set
to the constant defined by Eq. (2.12), and φi set to
the corresponding value obtained from Eq. (2.9), to
immediately start at the radiation attractor solution.
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FIG. 1: Evolution of the energy densities, ρr,
ρm = ρc + ρb and ρφ, for two values of the coupling
constant β (top panel) and the relative difference of
the evolution of the coupled dark matter density with
respect to ΛCDM for two values of β (bottom panel).

III. LINEAR COSMOLOGICAL
PERTURBATIONS

Let us now turn our attention to the linear be-
haviour of the present model. Accordingly, let us
consider small perturbations along our FLRW back-
ground geometry in the Newtonian gauge, i.e.,

ds2 = a2(τ)
[
− (1 + 2Ψ) dτ2 + (1− 2Φ) δijdx

idxj
]
,

(3.1)
where Ψ and Φ are the standard Bardeen potentials.
The equation governing the evolution of interacting
dark matter density contrast, δc, is well known [16,
23, 47] and reads,

δ̇c + θc − 3Φ̇ + κβ ˙δφ = 0 , (3.2)

with θc being the perturbation on the dark matter
velocity divergence, which evolve as,

θ̇c + θc

(
aH − κβφ̇

)
− k2Ψ + κβk2δφ = 0 , (3.3)

and the first order coupled Klein-Gordon equation giv-
ing the evolution for the scalar field perturbation, δφ,

δ̈φ+ 2aH ˙δφ+
(
a2Vφφ + k2

)
δφ−

(
Ψ̇ + 3Φ̇

)
φ̇

+2a2ΨVφ − a2κβρcδc − 2a2κβρcΨ = 0 . (3.4)

Now, for our present model, using Eq. (2.5), we find

Vφ = − 3

2a
Hφ̇+

κ

2
βρc (3.5)

Vφφ = − 3

2a
Ḣ +

9

4
H2 − κβ

2
ρc

(
κβ +

9

2

aH

φ̇

)
(3.6)

We have modified the CLASS code by implement-
ing the above coupled equations that govern the evolu-
tion of the perturbations in order to numerically pre-
dict the power spectrum of matter and the angular
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FIG. 2: Linear matter power spectrum (at z = 0) of
CIDER for two values of β and ΛCDM in absolute
values (top panel) and relative differences to the
ΛCDM one (bottom panel).

power spectrum of the cosmic microwave background
(CMB). We use them as observables in the next sec-
tion to constrain the parameters of the CIDER model.
In the simulations below, the ΛCDM parameters are
fixed to Planck values [48], allowing to discriminate
the response of the power spectra to the values of the
interaction parameter β.

In [16], the impact of the coupling between the dark
species on the matter perturbations was studied in the
Newtonian limit, thus capturing only the late time
behaviour within the small scale regime. Solving the
full linear equations resorting to a Boltzmann code
allows us to shed light on the physics of the full scale
linear regime.

The linear matter power spectrum is depicted in the
upper panel of Fig. 2. We can identify an enhance-
ment of the perturbations at the largest scales, which
remain roughly constant, at 18% and 30% larger than
their ΛCDM counterpart, for β = 0.06 and β = 0.08
respectively. The importance of the analysis at such
large scales might be argued since there are cosmic
variance statistical limitations. Nonetheless, we may
grasp the basis for such enhancement of the dark
matter perturbations in this regime. We have shown
that a stronger interaction leads to a smaller amount
of dark matter (and larger amount of dark energy)
throughout time. This will lead to delay the start of
the matter dominated epoch. This trend is depicted
in Fig. 3. The redshift of equality is given by,

1 + zeq =
Ω0
b + Ω0

cdm e
−κβφeq

Ω0
r

, (3.7)

which coincides with the ΛCDM one when β = 0.
Since βφeq > 0, the equality redshift decreases with β,
as verified in Fig. 3. As β grows the matter-radiation
equality redshift asymptotically tends to the value
Ω0
b/Ω

0
r. In such case, dark matter is subdominant and

baryons become the leading matter density.
Since the matter-radiation equality is being delayed,

the large super-Hubble scales, that are not caught by
the expanding Hubble sphere during radiation domi-
nation, grow for a longer period of time with respect
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to the uncoupled case. Overdensities outside the Hub-
ble sphere are not affected by radiation pressure thus
are allowed to grow. A stronger interaction inevitably
causes these super-Hubble modes to grow throughout
a larger period of time, in comparison to ΛCDM. This
is the dominant physical process leading to the rela-
tive enhancement of the matter power spectrum at the
very large scales. Given that the interaction modifies
the relative amplitude between scales, it changes the
global tilt which depends on the primordial spectrum
tilt, ns. We can therefore expect to see ns decreas-
ing as β increases. Moreover, the interaction shifts
the scales for which growth is suppressed by the sub-
Hubble regime as the coupling also modifies the scale
keq of the power spectrum maximum determined by
the time of equality. A perturbation mode on scale k
of physical size (wavelength) 2πa/k crosses the Hubble
radius 1/H when k ∼ aH. The scale of the maximum
is then given by,

keq =
√

2H0
Ω0
b + Ω0

cdme
−κβφeq√

Ω0
r

, (3.8)

and decreases as β increases (the peak is shifted to
the left in Fig. 2). The smaller scales that gradu-
ally enter the growing Hubble radius during the radi-
ation era remain frozen for a longer period than in the
standard model. Perturbations with k � keq freeze
as they are caught by the Hubble sphere since radia-
tion pressure does not allow the clustering of matter.
Subsequently, during the matter era, growth on such
scales is further suppressed against a ΛCDM scenario.
Ref.[16] found that dark matter overdensities inside
the Hubble radius are suppressed, as a result of the
interplay between the effective gravitational constant,
Geff = G(1 + 2β2), induced by the fifth force, and the
change in the amount of matter throughout the cos-
mic history. This last effect will be explained in more
detail ahead.

Regarding the CMB, the temperature angular
power spectrum is shown in Fig. 4. The main devia-
tions from the standard model case are at multipoles
` . 200. In such a regime, the main physical pro-
cesses influencing the radiation spectrum is the In-
tegrated Sachs Wolf effect (ISW). We can discrimi-
nate between two main contributions due to this pro-
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FIG. 3: Variation of the matter-radiation equality
redshift, 1 + zeq, as a function of the coupling β.
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FIG. 4: CMB power spectrum of CIDER for two
values of β and ΛCDM in absolute values (top panel)
and relative differences to the ΛCDM one (bottom
panel).

cess. On the one hand, as the matter density decreases
for larger couplings, the matter-radiation equality is
shifted towards smaller redshifts. This will impact
the redshift of photons at early times, when radia-
tion was not negligible, thus contributing to the early
ISW term, which manifests more prominently near
the first acoustic peak that increases with β. On the
other hand, at later times when the contribution of φ-
dark energy becomes non-negligible, the variation on
the evolution of dark matter for different couplings
directly affects the gravitational potentials via the
Poisson equation. Dark matter only interacts with
photons via gravity. Thus, photons travelling from
the last scattering surface towards us will experience
these gravitational potentials and any variation within
them. The derivatives of the Bardeen potentials are
directly related with the late time ISW effect term
and dominate at small multipoles. The main effect
leading to the enhancement of the CMB spectra low-`
tail, i.e. ` . 10, is this late time ISW effect. This is
related to the variation of the gravitational potentials
stemming from the variations on the total amount of
matter throughout history with varying β. We notice
that this enhancement reaches around 40% at ` ≈ 10,
for β = 0.08, to smaller multipoles.

The relative motion of galaxies within a cluster
can leave imprints on cosmological data. Specifically,
these peculiar velocities can squash the image of a
cluster when plotted in redshift space. This effect is
commonly known as redshift space distortions [49].
From such observations it is possible to grasp the
physics of dark matter clustering through the growth
rate parameter, f = d ln δm(a)/d ln a, where we define
a total matter density contrast, encompassing both
CDM and baryons,

δm =
ρcδc + ρbδb
ρc + ρb

. (3.9)

Particularly, from RSD surveys, one is able to directly
extract the value of the parameter

fσ8(a) =
σ8(0)

δm(0)

d δm(a)

d ln a
, (3.10)
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FIG. 5: Values of the fσ8 parameter as a funtion of
redshift.

where σ8(0) is the present amplitude of the matter
power spectrum at the scale of 8h−1Mpc. There might
be different non-linear pattern signatures due to the
impact of the coupling on the velocity fields. The non-
linear regime would require a different treatment, such
as N-body simulations (see [44]), which goes beyond
the scope of the present work. The behaviour of fσ8

for the CIDER model is depicted in Fig. 5 for differ-
ent values of the coupling. Increasing the values of β
results in smaller values for fσ8. This effect can be
better appreciated by inspecting the equation govern-
ing the evolution of dark matter overdensities in the
Newtonian limit [16],

δ̈c + δ̇c

(
aH − κβφ̇

)
− a2κ2

2
ρcδc

(
1 + 2β2

)
−a

2κ2

2
ρbδb = 0 . (3.11)

It is possible to identify two main differences from
standard ΛCDM. An extra friction term, proportional
to βφ̇, which is always negative (since βφ̇ > 0) and
the emergence of a fifth force, induced by the scalar
quintessence, with Geff/G = 1 + 2β2. Both these
terms source the growth of perturbations in the linear
regime. However, the perturbations are suppressed
for increasing values of β. This is because both effects
described are subdominant when compared with the
change on the background matter density, ρc, which
decreases for stronger couplings (see lower panel of
Fig. 1). This balances both the dragging and the fifth
force terms, and results on an overall suppression of
the matter clustering, thus slowing the growth of fσ8

for increasing β as seen in Fig. 5.

IV. COSMOLOGICAL OBSERVATIONS

A. Data

We test the model with measurements of the angu-
lar power spectra of the CMB temperature and polar-
ization in the early Universe, as well as with probes of
structure formation in the late Universe, namely weak
lensing and redshift space distortion. For the CMB we
choose the Planck 2018 data [50] for which the likeli-

hood codes are provided by the Planck Team1. The
power spectrum is derived from Planck data combined
with the nine-year WMAP sky maps [51] on the large
scales, and the 408-MHz survey [52], covering 93% of
the sky. We carry out the statistical analysis with the
Planck low-` likelihood for the CMB measurement on
the large scales, and the Planck high-` lite likelihood
for the smaller scales. For high-`, the lite likelihood
version contains only one nuisance parameter, allow-
ing us to have a faster convergence since we are work-
ing in a lower dimensional space.

As for the structure formation data, we select two
samples: the weak lensing KiDS-450 dataset and the
RSD Gold-2018 dataset. As far as KiDS is concerned,
we use the shear power spectra and likelihood code
provided in [53]. To compute the likelihood of our
coupled quintessence model given the KiDS data, we
vary the cosmological parameters values and also two
main nuisance parameters that account for the bias in
the measurements: the AIA parameter for the uncer-
tainty in the amplitude of the intrinsic alignment ef-
fect and the cmin parameter for the uncertainty on the
dark matter power spectrum amplitude due to feed-
back from baryons. Also, the likelihood code already
accounts by default for the uncertainty in the n(z) dis-
tribution of galaxies by randomly choosing one of one
thousand realisations. In the KiDS dataset the data
points mostly lie in the non-linear regime of the matter
power spectrum (k > 0.2hMpc−1). For that reason
we apply to the linear matter power spectrum the HM-
code non-linear correction [54] already implemented in
CLASS and valid for coupled models that behave sim-
ilarly to ΛCDM. Although this HMcode version was
not specifically tailored to the CIDER model, it is ex-
pected to give optimized results on the small scales.
It was especially tested with a similar conformal cou-
pling between dark matter and quintessence, showing
a few per cent accuracy of the power spectrum for
k < 1hMpc−1 when compared to N -body simulations
[55]. In particular, the exponential potential tested is
akin to the CIDER scalar field one, V ∝ exp(−φ/3β),
which can be reconstructed during the deep matter
dominated era to a good approximation [44].

Finally, we use RSD in the clustering measurements
of galaxy redshift surveys as a probe of structure
growth, since galaxy peculiar velocities are produced
by matter overdensities. Causing distortions along the
line-of-sight, the peculiar velocities are responsible for
the anisotropies in the observed correlation function.
As they are measured in various redshift bins, one
can obtain the evolution of the growth rate of matter
perturbations, fσ8. We use the publicly available like-
lihood2 which is based on the Gold-2018 compilation
of 22 measurements of fσ8 in Ref. [56]. The points in
this dataset are unique and statistically robust [57].

1 Likelihood downloaded from http://pla.esac.esa.int/pla
2 Likelihood downloaded from
https://github.com/snesseris/RSD-growth
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Planck KiDS RSD

Parameter CIDER ΛCDM CIDER ΛCDM CIDER ΛCDM

|β| < 0.00995 n.a. 0.087+0.032
−0.017 n.a. 0.079+0.058

−0.036 n.a.

Ωb 0.04889 ± 0.00069 0.04876 ± 0.00069 0.0425+0.0056
−0.0076 0.0401+0.0047

−0.0081 — —

Ωc 0.2569 ± 0.0075 0.2582 ± 0.0076 0.250+0.056
−0.130 0.207+0.085

−0.11 0.175+0.037
−0.061 0.224+0.039

−0.049

H0 67.76 ± 0.62 67.88 ± 0.62 73.0 ± 4.8 > 72.8 — —

ns 0.9699 ± 0.0043 0.9702 ± 0.0043 0.906+0.059
−0.200 1.02 ± 0.13 — —

ln 1010As 3.1218 ± 0.0059 3.1217 ± 0.0058 > 3.17 < 3.82 3.74 ± 0.70 2.96+0.44
−0.50

Ωm 0.3088 ± 0.0083 0.3084 ± 0.0083 0.294+0.056
−0.130 0.249+0.084

−0.12 0.218+0.039
−0.060 0.267+0.038

−0.048

σ8 0.8370+0.0067
−0.0056 0.8399 ± 0.0053 0.84 ± 0.18 0.85+0.17

−0.22 0.873+0.073
−0.095 0.795+0.042

−0.050

S8 0.849 ± 0.017 0.852 ± 0.016 0.796 ± 0.064 0.737+0.038
−0.031 0.733 ± 0.038 0.744 ± 0.040

∆χ2
red 0.0025 0.0034 0.0449

lnBφΛ −2.915 0.329 −0.141

TABLE I: Mean and 68% uncertainty estimates of the 6 basis parameters and 3 derived parameters for the
CIDER and ΛCDM models by the 3 data sets. The parameters not constrained are indicated with ’—’. The
statistics used for model comparison, ∆χ2

red ≡ χ2
red(CIDER)− χ2

red(ΛCDM) and
BφΛ ≡ B(CIDER)/B(ΛCDM), are also shown.

B. Setup

To infer the parameters, we use the Nested Sam-
pling algorithm [58] of the Multinest library [59]
wrapped with PyMultiNest [60] in the MontePython
package [61]. This package is prepared to work inte-
grated with our modified version of CLASS and al-
ready contains several likelihood codes for the most
recent experiments. The resulting Monte Carlo sam-
ples are analysed with the GetDist package [62].

We test the CIDER model with six free param-
eters, one parameter for the coupling (β) and five
other fundamental cosmological parameters: the pri-
mordial power spectrum amplitude (As) and slope
(ns), the baryon and dark matter densities (ωb = Ωbh

2

and ωc = Ωch
2), and the reduced Hubble constant (h).

We also perform the same statistical analysis with the
ΛCDM model for the sake of model comparison. Note
that this corresponds to the standard six parameter
cosmological model studied by Planck for ΛCDM, mi-
nus the reionization parameter τreio not relevant here.

C. Likelihood analysis

The constraints obtained with the three likelihood
analyses are shown in Table I for the basis and derived
parameters Ωm, σ8 and S8 = σ8

√
Ωm/0.3. Results

from the same three likelihood analyses performed for
the ΛCDM model are also given. We show in Ap-
pendix A the 2D projections and probability distribu-
tions of the CIDER parameters.

The expected decrease of the spectral index dis-
cussed in the previous section is well visible in the
KiDS data, reducing from ns = 1.02± 0.13 (ΛCDM
model) to ns = 0.906+0.059

−0.200 (CIDER).
The presence of the additional parameter β enlarges

the confidence regions in the parameter space when

compared to ΛCDM, particularly in the (Ωm, σ8)
plane where the contours are widened to the right as
shown on the left panel of Fig. 6. The most predomi-
nant effect of β on the matter power spectrum is the
growth suppression of the small scales. To compen-
sate for the existence of the interaction, one can ex-
pect an increase in S8 together with its uncertainty.
This is confirmed in Table I, where the KiDS esti-
mated σ8 decreases slightly and Ωm increases signifi-
cantly, resulting in an increase in S8 from 0.737+0.038

−0.031

to 0.796± 0.064. In this way, the coupled quintessence
model seems to relax the σ8 tension that exists be-
tween KiDS and Planck in the ΛCDM model, as illus-
trated in Fig. 7.

However, this tension is somehow transferred to
the parameter β which vanishes according to Planck,
in contradiction with the KiDS result that suggests
|β| = 0.087+0.032

−0.017 (see Fig. 8). The dominant effect of
the interaction on the CMB power spectrum is the
large-scale increase. There is little room to compen-
sate for this effect by varying other parameters with-
out leading to a change in the first peak. It appears
therefore that the only good fit to the Planck obser-
vations is achieved for a vanishing coupling.

As for the RSD data, the tension with Planck is
only marginally alleviated by the existence of the cou-
pling as the confidence contours are enlarged towards
higher values of σ8 and lower values of Ωm (see Fig-
ure 6, right panel). Unlike the KiDS result, the in-
teraction significantly increases σ8 and decreases Ωm,
resulting in a slight decrease in the RSD S8 estimate
(see Table I). We note that σ8 and Ωm have identical
and scale-independent effects in weak lensing measure-
ments since Ωm mainly changes the amplitude of the
lensing through the Poisson’s equation. On the con-
trary, in RSD, which is a function of redshift and not
scale, Ωm has a greater effect at low redshift through
the growth factor f so that Ωm and σ8 do not com-
pensate as in the weak lensing case.
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FIG. 6: Comparison between ΛCDM and CIDER constraints. Marginalised contours (68% and 95%
confidence levels) from KiDS (left panel) and RSD (right panel) analyses.
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D. Model comparison

The results of the ΛCDM likelihood analyses are
shown in Table I. We perform a CIDER vs. ΛCDM
model comparison based on the minimum χ2

red values
and on the Bayes factors.

The minimum χ2
red is the best-fit χ2 per degrees

of freedom, with the number of degrees of freedom
being computed as the number of data points minus
the number of model parameters used in the analysis.
The positive ∆χ2

red in Table I indicate a better fit for
the ΛCDM model in every experiment. However, since
the χ2

red values are similar in all cases, we do not see a
significant disadvantage in the CIDER model despite
its additional parameter, β.

The usage of the Nested sampling algorithm has
the advantage of also providing the Bayesian evidence

of every analysis, allowing us to compute the Bayes
factor [63], lnBφΛ, and perform a model comparison
based on the full likelihood rather than on the best-
fit only. Applying the Jeffrey’s scale (see [63]) to the
Bayes factors shown in Table I, we find that KiDS and
RSD data are inconclusive. Planck data moderately
prefer ΛCDM, in agreement with the χ2

red comparison.
This result suggests that the coupling between dark
matter and dark energy is not favored by high redshift
data, or that if there is such a coupling, it should
be significantly close to zero at the time of the last
scattering.

V. CONCLUSIONS

We have studied the constrained interacting dark
energy (CIDER) model specifically tailored to sat-
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FIG. 8: Marginalised probability distribution and marginalised contours (68% and 95% confidence levels) for
the three analyses of the CIDER model.

isfy the background constraints given by cosmologi-
cal probes. This is done by taking note of the suc-
cess of the concordance ΛCDM model and fixing the
quintessence scalar potential to give us the same back-
ground evolution, i.e. H = HΛCDM. This ad hoc
assumption can be motivated by the fact that small
deviations on the background cosmology may have a
large impact at linear level (such as a shift on the
position of the first CMB peak).

This work complements two previous articles [16,
43] by analysing details on the background cosmology
and capturing effects at the linear level that were still
undisclosed. Through suitable approximations in the
Klein-Gordon equation we were able to find an ana-
lytical expression for the scalar field evolution during
radiation domination, where its energy density dilutes
as ρφ ∝ a−2. It was found that the radiation-equality
epoch is shifted towards later times for increasing val-
ues of the coupling β. Due to this behaviour we have
a prolonged growth of large mode matter overdensi-
ties leading to an enhancement of the matter power
spectrum at large scales. Regarding the CMB temper-
ature angular power spectrum, modifications on the
dark gravitational potentials both at late times and
near the photon decoupling era result on a modified
ISW effect in contrast with the uncoupled (ΛCDM)
model. This gives rise to an enhancement at large-`
on the CMB power spectrum.

We then tested the CIDER model against late time
weak lensing and redshift space distortion data, and
early time measurements of the CMB temperature
and polarization power spectra. The KiDS data seem
to alleviate the current σ8 tension between weak lens-
ing and the Planck data since the β parameter is able
to broaden the confidence regions of the parameter
space. The influence of the interaction on the physics
of the matter power spectrum results on weak lens-
ing favouring a lower value for the primordial tilt ns.
On the other hand, the RSD observable is not scale
dependent so the dependence on the cosmological pa-
rameters is not identical to KiDS. We found that RSD
data predicts a smaller value for S8 in comparison with
the base ΛCDM model, and the tension with Planck
is only marginally alleviated.

The a priori assumption of fixing the background
expansion rate, through Eq. (2.4), comes with subtle
differences, when testing the model against observa-
tions, in contrast with standard coupled quintessence.
The standard theory of conformally coupled scalar
field dark energy [64–67] presents one more free pa-
rameter, besides the coupling, related to the stiffness
of the potential, usually denoted by λ, allowing a
wider range of values for the coupling to be allowed by
observations. In contrast, imposing this background
evolution with only one extra free parameter results
in stringent constraints over the dark interaction, sug-
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gesting negligible values for the coupling in this cur-
rent model. Although large scale observations of the
late Universe allow non-zero values for couplings be-
tween the dark species, the sensitivity of the Planck
mission forbids large deviations in the physics of the
early Universe, thus constraining the dark interaction
to be negligible at such epoch. We indeed corroborate
this behaviour with the Planck data favouring a van-
ishing coupling. This suggests that in order to avoid
incompatibility with early Universe data, in particular
by the Planck mission, one is compelled to seek mod-
els that hide the presence of the coupling throughout
the early history of the Universe, with the interaction
kicking in only at late times.
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Appendix A

In this appendix we show the marginalised probabil-
ity distributions and contours of the CIDER param-
eters for the three experiments used in the Bayesian
inference: RSD in Fig. 9, KiDS in Fig. 10, and Planck
in Fig. 11.
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