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Abstract. Gravitational Wave (GW) astronomy severely narrowed down the theoretical
space for scalar-tensor theories. We propose a new class of attractor models for Horndeski
action in which GWs propagate at the speed of light in the nearby universe but not in the
past. To do so we derive new solutions to the interacting dark sector in which the ratio
of dark energy and dark matter remains constant, which we refer to as doppelginger dark
energy (DDE). We then remove the interaction between dark matter and dark energy by a
suitable change of variables. The accelerated expansion that (we) baryons observe is due
to a conformal coupling to the dark energy scalar field. We show how in this context it is
possible to find a non trivial subset of solutions in which GWs propagate at the speed of light
only at low red-shifts. The model is an attractor, thus reaching the limit ¢y — 1 relatively
fast. However, the effect of baryons turns out to be non-negligible and severely constrains
the form of the Lagrangian. In passing, we found that in the simplest DDE models the
no-ghost conditions for perturbations require a non-universal coupling to gravity. In the end,
we comment on possible ways to solve the lack of matter domination stage for DDE models.
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1 Introduction

Since the discovery of the accelerated expansion of the Universe a vast class of dark en-
ergy models have been proposed. In other words, we still lack of a solid explanation for
the mechanism behind it. Most dark energy models are basically identical to the standard
cosmological model, a.k.a. ACDM, at the background evolution but might differ at the lin-
ear and non-linear perturbation level. Among these, scalar-tensor theories of gravity have
played a pivotal role and have witnessed in recent years significant theoretical advances. The
re-discovery of the most general scalar-tensor theory that gives second order equations of
motion, Horndeski action [1] or Covariant Galileons [2], and their extensions [3-9] provided a
very general framework for such theories. The drawback is that the theory space is extremely
large and hard to constrain.

The large degeneracy between dark energy models start to face with the reality of
observations. In fact, most of these models predict an anomalous propagation speed for
gravitational waves [10-12]. The almost simultaneous detection of GWs and the electromag-
netic counterparts tells us that within 40 Mpc (at z ~ 0.08) from us GWs propagate at the
speed of light [13]. Since the signals arrived within 1s difference and light took 10'® s to
reach us, we have that |c%/c? — 1| < 10715, Such tight constraint immediately ruled out
most of the Dark Energy (DE) theories containing derivative couplings to gravity or at least
those models which show this effect in the nearby universe (in cosmological scales) [14-18].
Nevertheless, the window for other dark energy models, e.g. with non-minimal couplings to
gravity, non-local gravity, etc., is still large [19]. The situation becomes increasingly interest-
ing if one considers interaction among dark energy and dark matter [20-22]. For example,



see Ref. [23] where interacting dark energy could provide a solution to the Hy tension be-
tween Planck and local measurements and Ref. [24] where it is used to solve the og tension.
As we will see they also provide a way to avoid the GWs constraint within the Horndeski
theory without considering any fine-tuning of the matter couplings or cancellations among
Horndeski functions.

On top of all that, the fact that the energy density of Dark Matter (DM) and DE are so
close at present eludes explanation. The so-called coincidence problem could be alleviated if
the energy density of DE is proportional to the energy density of DM and this proportionality
is constant in time in the nearby universe. The coincidence problem is then set aside to a
order-of-unity constant which must be fixed by observations. This mechanism was first pro-
posed in Ref. [25] using interacting DE and we will refer to these solutions as Doppelginger!
Dark Energy (DDE), thus avoiding the use of terms like scaling or tracking solutions, that
have been applied also to different set ups, e.g. Ref. [19]. More DDE solutions have been
found in Refs. [26—-28] in the context of scalar-tensor (Horndeski) theories. Interestingly, these
solutions do not only have applications to the late universe but have been used in different
situations, e.g. in primordial black hole scenarios [29], growing matter cosmology [30], etc.

In DDE models, DE and DM interact in such a way so that both components behave as a
single fluid with an effective equation of state. This implies that the DE Lagrangian has to be
of a specific form, compatible with the modified evolution of DM. At the perturbation level,
they will obviously behave differently. There are, however, two drawbacks in this approach.
First, the functional form of the DE Lagrangian depends on the form of the interaction with
DM. Thus, finding a general solution is a non-trivial task [28]. This methodology works well
for K-essence models but gets increasingly complicated with Horndeski Lagrangians (and
beyond)[28]. Secondly, the DDE accelerating solution is present as soon as DM dominates
and, since it is an attractor solution, the system relaxes there relatively fast. For this same
reason, DDE usually lacks of an epoch of regular matter domination [26]. The usual way out
is to consider a baryon dominated stage or that DE is doppelgénger of neutrinos instead of
DM [30]. We will suggest alternative solutions to the shortcomings discussed above.

In this work, we propose a new way to approach DDE in general scalar-tensor theories
and find a more general DDE action, extending previous results. Furthermore, we investigate
the effects of the recent constraint on the speed of gravitational waves on the DDE action.
We found that DDE solutions can be made compatible with the recent constraints while still
allowing for non-trivial effects out of the DDE regime. In our approach, we first remove the
DM and DE interaction by a conformal transformation of the metric. Once we work in the
newly defined metric — usually referred to as working in a different frame — the requirements
for DDE are straightforward and the lengthy process to find solutions is simplified. In this
new picture, the energy density of DE just happens to behave like a matter fluid. The
acceleration of the universe observed by baryons is then due to a conformal coupling between
baryons and DE. Neglecting the effects of baryons for the background evolution, we find the
most general solutions of DDE.

Lastly, treating baryons as a perturbation to our solutions, we find that baryons tend
to take the system out of the DDE attractor by 1% at linear level. While this has no
important impact on the background evolution nor on scalar perturbations, one expects that
a 1% deviation from 02T = 1 is ruled out by observations. We use the GWs observation to
constrain the form of the Lagrangian. This also has significant implications for fine-tuned

'Doppelginger, from the German word for lookalike, refers here to the property that DE behaves like
matter but is not identical with it.



models, in which the fine-tuning is chosen in the absence of matter fields. We thus expect
that either the fine-tuned model would be ruled out when one takes into account matter
fields or it should be further fine-tuned to account for such deviation [16, 17]. The advantage
of using DDE models is that we only have to consider the deviations due to baryons, as DM
and DE behave as a single fluid.

The paper is organized as follows. In Sec. 2, we review the previous approach to DDE
solutions and we show that there always exists a frame in which the interaction between DM
and DE is absent. We place emphasis on what are the observables and how they do not
depend on the frame. In Sec. 3 we proceed to find the DE Lagrangian compatible with DDE
solutions. We do so using a different approach than in Ref. [25, 27, 28], namely we focus on
the rough behaviour of the energy density of DE, similar in spirit to Ref. [31]. We find new
solutions and provide a way to study the phase space in complete generality. In Sec. 4, we
study a particular case to model the current acceleration of the universe and compatible with
the recent GW observation. At the end of this section, we provide a way to have a matter
dominated stage in DDE. We further discuss about possible screenings and the behavior
of this solution during matter and radiation domination. We conclude our work in Sec. 5.
Explicit formulas can be found in the Appendices.

2 Interacting dark matter and metric transformations

A key ingredient to get naturally accelerating DDE solutions seems to be a non-trivial in-
teraction between DM and the scalar field responsible for DE. This is readily seen from the
fact that if there is no interaction and the fields are minimally coupled to gravity, the only
option to get a proportionality between matter and DE energy densities is that the scalar
field behaves like dust. Clearly, this cannot describe the current expansion of the universe.
If one uses a non-trivial interaction between DM and DE, leaving the Standard Model (SM)
sector uncoupled, then the effective equation of state of dark matter is modified and both DM
and DE behave on the background as a single fluid with a single effective equation of state
on cosmological scales. Note that the small scales behaviour will be clearly different. Usually
such interaction is modelled at the level of the equations of motion by a term violating the
energy conservation of DM. In a Friedmann-Lemaitre-Robertson-Walker (FLRW) metric,
the interaction reads

dpch +3Hppm = Q(@b)%ﬁDM ; (2.1)
where £ is the cosmic time, ppys is the energy density of dark matter, H is the expansion
parameter, ¢ is the DE scalar field and Q(¢) is an arbitrary function of the scalar field. The
main difficulty to find a general DDE Lagrangian is that the function Q(¢) needs to appear
inside the DE Lagrangian functions and significantly complicates the analysis. If the DE
Lagrangian contains non-minimal and derivative couplings to gravity, then it becomes ex-
tremely involved — even if one assumes that () is a constant [28]. By removing the interaction,
we will avoid some of the complications.

To be more clear on this statement, let us work in the action formalism. The action
can be written in the following form,

S = /d4$\/—7§ {Z Li(g, o) + Lo (¢) + ESM} ; (2.2)



where the DE Lagrangian £;’s are given by the Horndeski Lagrangian [2] (shown explicit
later), Lpys is the Lagrangian for dark matter and Lg); is the standard model Lagrangian
(for our purposes baryons and radiation). Note that baryons and radiation are minimally
coupled to the metric g,,, and, thus, we call this form of the action the matter frame, which
need not coincide with the Einstein frame — gravity is not necessarily given by GR. We model
the DM Lagrangian by

Loy = —% (V,oVFo + B72(9)) , (2.3)

where ) is a Lagrange multiplier,” B(¢) is a non-zero well behaved function of ¢ and V0o
is the 4-velocity of the DM fluid. This form of the Lagrangian® is known to give a dust
fluid for B = 1 [32, 33] and it is widely used in mimetic gravity [34]. Such kind of non-
minimal couplings between a scalar field and matter field is ubiquitous in higher dimensional
theories, e.g. string theory and braneworld, and in R? models [35, 36]. It often takes the
form of e?” where ¢ is related to the parameters of the underlying theory and is referred
to as dilatonic coupling. It should be noted that in the present case DM and SM are non-
universally coupled to gravity. It would be interesting to derive this kind of non-universal
coupling from a fundamental set up. This could probably be realized in a braneworlds, where
the interaction of DM with the extra dimension is different to that of baryons [37]; similar
to the inflationary model in Ref. [38], where the metric is different if scalar field lives in the
bulk or in the brane.
To illustrate the interaction, let us focus on a FLRW background given by

ds? = —N2d¢? + @Q(Béijdl‘idxj , (24)

where N is the Lapse function and a is the scale factor. Variation of the action (2.2) with
respect to the Lagrange multiplier \ yields do/df = B~1. One can then see that the energy
density of the dust fluid is given by ppys = A/B2. In this way, varying the action with
respect to o, one recovers Eq. (2.1) with H = dIna/df and the identification

dln B
Q=- i (2.5)
The Friedman equations are given by
5 5
> &+ pom+ o+ Praa=0 and Y Pi+Praa=0. (2.6)
i=2 i=2
where we included baryons and radiation and we defined & = —&*3%5] N—q and P; =

%2%5” N—1 as in Ref. [39]. A quick inspection to Eq. (2.3) tells us that the interaction
between DE and DM, i.e. the function B, can be absorbed into the metric g,,. Therefore,
we can work in a frame — in a new metric — where DE and DM do not interact. It is important
to note that this is always possible and independent of the functional form of B.

2.1 Removing interactions by a change of variables

In order to achieve the desired frame change, we inspect Eq. (2.3) and notice that the DM
4-velocity is geodesic of the metric

Juv = Bi2guu . (27)

2 Any dependence on ¢ in front of the Lagrange multiplier A does not have any practical effect.
3Note that a potential for o would also give dust.




We can thus rewrite our action in terms of the new conformal metric in which DM behaves
as the usual pressure-less fluid. The DM Lagrangian in the new frame is explicitly given by

A
Lpy = —532 (VupoVto +1) . (2.8)

In this form it is clear that we have a pressureless fluid with conserved energy density. The
new FLRW metric reads o
ds® = —N2dt? + a®(t)6;dz"dz? (2.9)

where
a=DB"'a and dt= B ldt. (2.10)

Note that N = N since we have already redefined the time coordinate at the background
level. We can use the same logic as before to find that the energy density of DM in this frame
is ppar = AB? and it satisfies

ppyv +3Hppy =0, (2.11)

where * = d/dt and H = a/a. If we did a similar exercise but for a general fluid I with
interaction (7 with DE in the matter frame, we would find that p; = B4p1, pr = Bpr,
wy = wy and

dln B

d¢

Recall that radiation (w, = 1/3) is conformal invariant. In this new frame baryons will now
get a coupling to dark energy but since we are interested in recent epochs where baryons are
subdominant we neglect them for now. However, as we shall explore later, this component
plays nonetheless an important role. Since in this frame DM is minimally coupled to the
metric g,,, we call the corresponding form of the action the DM frame. Let us emphasize
that “barred” quantities always refer to the matter frame and “unbarred” ones to the dark
matter frame. On the other hand, the DE Lagrangian transforms as well and the action is
given by

b1+ 3H (14 wy) = ( (Buwr— 1) +@1) bor. (2.12)

S = /d4l’\/jg{z Li(g,¢) + Lpm + ESM(¢)} ‘ (2.13)

The relation between £;’s and L;’s up to £4 can be found in the App. A (see also Refs. [7,
8, 40]). The important point is that the dependence on B appears on Lgys and in L£;’s.
Nevertheless, since we consider the effect of baryons and radiation to be irrelevant as a first
order approximation, the particular form of B in £;’s is irrelevant in the DM frame at first
order approximation as we will treat the £;’s as general as possible.

Before going into the details of the solutions, it is important to review what are the
physical observables. It is well-known that physics should not depend on field redefinitions;
for the case of gravity see for example Ref. [41]. In late time cosmology one uses the redshift
and the luminosity distance relation. In the presence of a general non-minimal coupling of
the DE scalar to baryons — certainly the case of the DM frame — we find that the luminosity
distance relation is given by [41] (also see App. A)

B
Dp=(1 ~|—z)/dzH(z) (14 DBy (2.14)

where dN = Hdt and z is the redshift. Thus, observations only tells us about the combined
effect of the matter energy momentum tensor and the non-minimal coupling. In order to



extract more information we need to make further assumptions. For example, for ACDM we
assume that there is no interaction and that DM is a pressure-less fluid. For interacting dark
sector model, we face a dark degeneracy [20], i.e., we cannot distinguish the effects of DM
and DE and, therefore, we cannot tell DM and DE apart.

Note that most of the calculations in the literature are done in the matter frame, i.e.
where the SM is uncoupled. Therefore, for an easier comparison, we shall show the relation
between quantities in both frames. First, the Hubble parameters are related by

din B

H=BH(1- h = — 2.15
(1-5) where f="22, (215)
and dN = Hdt. The effective equations of state are defined by
2 dH 2 dH
14+ Wef = ——=5— 1 = - 2.16
et =g gy 0 T = T3 g (2.16)
and are related by
Do — 23 _ 2dIn(1=B)
|+ gy = e fﬁﬁ 3N (2.17)

Note a couple of interesting things. First, there is no a priori bound on weg as § is a free
parameter. Second, only if dln 3/dN = 0 a constant effective equation of state will remain
constant in any frame. The DE-DM proportionality constant will also depend on the frame
and, hence, on 3. Only if dIn 3/dN = 0 the ratio will be constant in both frames, as we shall
see in the next section. For these reason, we shall consider this case in what follows.

Let us end this section by giving an interpretation of the value of § by assuming that
Weg and S are constant. If one assumes a power-law universe, certainly the case for a single
barotropic fluid with constant equation of state, we have that H2 o g 3(1+®f) and B o aP.
We see that the effect of the conformal transformation is to change the expansion rate of
the universe. For example, looking at (2.15) we see that if 3 > 1 then H < 0 if H > 0 and
vice-versa. So that we could go from a expanding universe to a contracting one [42, 43]. The
case f =1 (at all times) corresponds to Minkowski space.

3 New Lagrangian with DDE solutions

The advantage of working in the DM frame is that we do not have to worry of the specific
form of Q and the DDE condition reduces only to find a DE Lagrangian that behaves as a
pressurless fluid. Let us now focus on the DE Lagrangian. We will take the Horndeski form
which is given by [2]

'CQ :G2(¢)X) ) [’5 = _G3(¢5X)|:|¢’
L1 =Gl X)R + Gux [(D@Q _ v“vywﬂvw] ,

1
L5 = Gs(6 X) G V69,6 — <Gs.x ((06)° =306V, V,6V7 V76 + 2,V ,6V VI 69,976 )
(3.1)
where X = —%V,@V“qb and G; with ¢ = 2,3,4,5 are general functions of ¢ and X. We did
not include Beyond Horndeski terms for simplicity but the generalization is straightforward.
As before the Friedman equations read

5 5
> E+pomutmtpraa=0 and Y Pi+prag=0, (3.2)
=2 =2



where [39] & = —a_36iN£i| N=1 and P; = %%ﬁﬂ ~N=1. The explicit forms can be found in

App. B. For the moment we are only interested in the first Friedman equation given by [31]
6H?G4 =py + ppM + b + Prad » (3.3)

where

Po EzXG27X —Go + 6X(ZBHG37X — 2XG37¢ +24H?X (G47X + XG47X)() — 12HX(&G47¢X

— 6H¢EG4’¢) + 2H3X¢ (5G5,X + 2XG57xx> —6H*X (3G57¢ + 2XG5,¢X) .
(3.4)
The DDE solutions are characterized by a constant ratio between pg and ppys, namely
we must require that
dlnp¢:dlnpDM:_37 (3‘5)
dN dN

where in the last step we used Eq. (2.11). If we neglect baryons and radiation, i.e., p, =

Prad = 0, the time derivative of Eq. (3.3) yields

dinGy dlnG4dln¢+dlnG4dhﬂX _3 (3.6)
dN  ding dN | dnX dan oW '

where we used Eq. (3.5) and the definition weg, Eq. (2.16). It is not surprising that even if
Pp X PDM X a~3 we have that weg # 0 due to the presence of a non-minimal coupling. To see
this it is enough to use equation (3.3) and the weg definition. This gives weg ox d(In G4)/dN.
This equation already tells us how the system should behave.

Let us assume that weg is constant, which will be true if baryons and radiation are
negligible or if we are in the adiabatic regime where d1nweg/dN < 1. To proceed further we
have to solve for the dynamics of the scalar field. We can take another approach nonetheless.
We will assume that B is a dilatonic type coupling given by

B =g, (3.7)

where ¢ is related to 8 once the dynamics of ¢ are known. This functional form is the well-
known dilatonic coupling in higher dimensional theories [35] if one uses a field redefinition
¢ = In¢. Then the assumption that 5 = cnt (see Egs. (2.15) and (2.17)) tells us that

dmB _ dn¢ _ 5 _ . ding

=oa=-cnt .
aN CTaNn T 1-3 aN T (3.8)

where we used that dN = (1 — 3)dN. It should be noted that the crucial assumption is that
[ = cnt rather than the specific form of B in Eq. (3.7). In other words, if § = cnt we can
always find a field redefinition of ¢ where B = ¢9. With these assumption, Eq. (3.8) also

tells us that
dln X

dN
Using Egs. (3.6), (3.8) and (3.9) we conclude that G4 has to be a power law of ¢ and X.
In fact, we can easily build any Horndeski function G; by noting that there is a constant
combination, namely

=20 — 3 (1 + wer) - (3.9)

Qlw

Y =X¢P =cnt where p=— (1 + we) — 2, (3.10)



which would not contribute to Egs. (3.5) and (3.6). Thus, we can write in general that

We could have also used X% instead of ¢ but this is related by ¢; = p;/2p and redefining a
new function @;(Y) = Y?/%q;(Y). We are left to find the relations among p;’s and p which
are compatible with Eqs. (3.5) and (3.6). The latter straightforwardly gives

3
P4 = Weff (3.12)
A quick inspection to Eq. (3.5) tells us that
—3(1+wpnr) _ 3
Gy xa DM) = py = ——. (3.13)
«

We can regard p2, ps as the free parameters that determine o« and weg. The remaining
functions have to scale as

SWeg —a

Gs xa and Gj o g3 TOweri—a (3.14)

which imply
p3=ps—1 and ps=2ps—ps—1. (3.15)

This completes the general Lagrangian which admits DDE solutions. For a comparison with
the literature we can derive a relation between equations of state given by

Wet = Welle (3.16)

where we defined Q4 = ps/(6H?G4) and we used the time derivative of the first Friedman
and the second Friedman equations, namely

~2 (8H? + 211) G4 = py + Praa (3.17)

where

Py =Ga — 2X (G g + 3G x ) — (4X (3H? + 201) + 4HX) G x — SHXXGu xx

+2 (45 ¥ 2Hg’b) Gio +4XGgy + 4X (¢ _ 2H¢'s) Guox — AH2X24G5 x x

—2X <2H3‘75 +2H H + 3H2<5> Gs.x +4HX (X - HX) Gsox (3.18)

+2 (20X + 2X H + 3H2X ) Gs 4+ AHX G5,

and wy = pg/ps would be the equation of state for pg. Note that wy # 0 as py is not
conserved. Interestingly, Eq. (3.16) is the same formula found in Ref. [44].

Let us summarize the new solution to DDE Lagrangian. We have found that the Horn-
deski Lagrangian coeflicient functions given by

Ga(0, X) = ax(Y)o* | G3(¢,X) = a3(Y)o",

Ga(d, X) = as(Y)P* |, Gs(¢, X) = as(Y)o?” (3.19)



where

Y=X¢" , p=ps—p2—2 , p3=ps—1 and ps=2ps—pr—1, (3.20)

admit solutions where pg oc ppps. Note that this form is a necessary condition to have DDE
solutions. In order to be sufficient, there needs to be a relation among the free functions a;.
This will be found by imposing that, in absence of radiation, they satisfy > ,P; = 0. For
example, we can isolate as in terms of the other functions. We would like to mention that the
form of the Lagrangian reminds us of the tracker solutions found in [31] where it is required
that H 4521’ = cnt. In our case it is H?¢P*a® = cnt. Although different in practice, the spirit
is similar.
For later use we shall define here the DE-DM ratio in the dark matter and matter frame
respectively as -
c= 2 and e= L2 (3.21)
PDM PDM

where py is defined as ps in Eq. (3.5) but with the matter frame Horndeski functions G;.
The DE-DM ratios are related by

l+e=(1+2e(1-p)?%, (3.22)

where we used Egs. (2.15) and (3.3). In this form one clearly sees that only if 5 is constant
both ratios can be constant at the same time. In what follows we shall assume that ¢ and
Wegr take the same values as ACDM at the present time. Also, since we are, for the moment,
treating B as a free parameter it is convenient to impose first weg ~ —0.7 and ¢ ~ 2.3 and
then use Egs. (2.17) and (3.22) to express ¢ and weg as functions of f.

3.1 Comparison with previous models

For completeness we will compare our results with existing models in the literature. To
do that we shall go back to the matter frame by undoing the conformal transformation
Eq. (2.7). In this section we examine two illustrative cases. The explicit formulas are given
in App. A. It should be noted that we are assuming a dilatonic type coupling for B and,
therefore, the matter frame Lagrangian that we will obtain is only valid for such kind of
interaction. However, it is important to emphasize that the solutions in the dark matter
frame do not depend on the form of the coupling and the matter frame for a general coupling
can be straightforwardly found. For an easy comparison with the literature we will keep our
assumption that B = ¢9 with ¢ a free parameter.
In the first example, let us consider that G3 = G5 = 0 and G4 = %Mp%qﬁp‘*. In this case
we find
Gy=B7?Gy and Gy=B"'Gy+24XBG,. (3.23)

Additionally we require that B = ¢P*/2 so that G4 = %Mﬁl. After a short algebra we get
Gy = Xo 2g(Y) (3.24)

where

Y }
g(Y) = a2l¥) +3piMy and Y = X¢¥ir2 (3.25)

This form will look more familiar after a field redefinition ¢ = In ¢. In this notation

Gy = X,9(X,e?) where X\ =2p; —po (3.26)



and X, = —1V,9V*o. This recovers the very well known form of DDE solutions [26, 44].
In our second example, let us briefly expand the previous case to include G3. Using the
same assumptions on B and G4 we find

_ B
Gs =B %Gy — 2B*2G4§¢ (3.27)

which yields B

Gs=¢ " (as(Y) — M) . (3.28)
In the action this terms appears as G3J¢. Thus doing the field redefinition ¢ = In ¢ we find
that

Sc— /d4x —gaz(Y)Op where ag(Y)=as(Y) — qul. (3.29)

Note that the last term in the right hand side is just a constant and thus yields a total
derivative.

In general, the Lagrangian in the matter frame, where most of the literature works with,
is given by

Galip, Xp) = P¥ar(Xpe™) . Galip, X,) = Py (X e™) 50)
Galp, Xp) = P%a4(Xpe™) . Gs(p, Xy) = P¥a(X o) |
where
A=ps—D2 , P3=ps and P5=2py—P2. (3.31)
The relation with the dark matter frame exponents are
Pa=ps—2q and py=p2—4q. (3.32)

Note that we are working with ¢ and therefore the form of G3 and G5 differ by a factor
¢ = e¥ when using ¢ instead. This Lagrangian has to be supplied with the interaction with
DM that is given by

dppm o do _
~ 3H = —q—= ) 3.33
o7 T 3Hpom = —a—=ppu (3.33)
The effective equation of state is given by
_ patgq
Weff = —— . 3.34
© p2t4q (3:34)
Note that for p4 = po we have w.g = —1. For py = 0 we have Weg = (F% , which is exactly

what Ref. [44] finds. As one can see, working in the matter frame involves the quantity g
in the DM-DE system. The advantage of working in the dark matter frame is that ¢ is not
present and thus we can draw general results more clearly.

Our results go beyond that found in Refs. [27, 28]. The first reason for our extension
is that we used a different definition of p, than in Refs. [27, 28], mainly we kept the explicit
dependence on Gy in the left hand side of the Friedman equation (3.3). In Refs. [27, 28], the
energy density of DE, say pfb, is regarded as the remaining contribution after subtracting and
adding 3H2M£l to Eq. (3.3) so that it looks like 3H2M§l = p;ﬁ + pprr- Obviously, physics do
not depend on such choice of definition [45, 46] but we easily miss solutions where G4 plays
an important role. The second reason for our generalization is that Refs. [27, 28] work in the
matter frame and, therefore, the function (Q appears non-trivially in the master equation.
Because of this one needs to use ansatz which need not be completely general. Thus, our
new Lagrangian is more general that those previously found.
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3.2 Phase space and stability of fixed points

Now that we have general DDE solutions for Horndeski model we will move to the analysis
of their nature. In particular we will be interested in studying the phase space and see if the
solutions found are attractors. In order to do so, let us consider the Lagrangian given by
Eq. (3.19). It is convenient to introduce the following variables:

Xo~? pr2 b pDM Pb Prad
2 2 _ _ _ ra
= = Q = = d Q = .
e apr Y T aEr 0 P T gmeg, 0 T emeG, T T T 6HG,
(3.35)
Note that Y = 22/y?. In this way the first Friedman equation is given by
1=Q4+Qpy +Q + Q. where Q4 = 6;;)@!4 . (3.36)

We can then write the second Friedman equation and the time derivative of the first Friedman
equation respectively as

dx dy dx dy
— - 7 — 3.37
Pogy TRy £P=0 and Rigg 4 Rog + F =0 (3:37)
where
F = —(34 V6p22)Qpar — (3+ V6 (p2 — q) ) — (3 + 3w, + V6paz)Q, (3.38)

and the explicit expressions for P, P, P», I, F5 and )y can be found in the App. B due to
their length. We have also used that

dQppy dlnay dlny
AN = QDM <3+\/6p21:+ AN 2 AN > y (3.39)
dsdy dlnay dlny
N Q <3—|—\/6(p2 q)x+ N 2 IN ) ; (3.40)
asy. dlnay dlny
Fvi -Q, <3(1+wr)+\/6p2x+ N -2 N > , (3.41)

where we made use of the fact that g, o @2 due to conservation of energy of baryons in
the matter frame and that p, = ppB(¢)*. The autonomous system of equations is given by
Egs. (3.39), (3.40), (3.41),

dx 1 dy 1

—=—(FP—-PF d ==—=(PF1—FP 3.42
IN D (F P ) an IN D (P Fy 1) ( )
where D = Fy Py —F) Py . The fixed point where dz/dN = dy/dN = 0is given by F' = P = 0.
Note that from the definition of y we have

dl
d?\fy = V6 (p2 — pa) & + 3(1 + wegr) - (3.43)

The latter equation will be useful to relate weg with po and p4 at the fixed point. The general
solution for F' = 0 is given by

2

31 Qpv+ %+ Q- (1+w,)

31 _ (3.44)
2p2 Qpar + U (1 —q/p2) + Qp

Ty = —
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The equation P = 0 will give us the solution for ys. We can study if the solution is an
attractor by looking at the perturbations around the solution x = zs + dx and y = ys + dy.
Denoting % = A, we have that the perturbations are described by

d ox _ L - [0z o _FZSPZ’,S + Fx,sPQS _F25Py,s
di (53/) B FSM <5y> where M = < Flst,s - Fx,spls FlsPy,s (345)

where a subindex s indicates that the functions are evaluated on the fixed point solution.
The eigenvalues of this matrix tells us how the perturbations grow or decay and are given by

TrM 14 1_4det/\fl
2Ds TI'2M

pt = (3.46)

The system will be an attractor if yuy < 0. The general form is involved and we shall use a
particular example in next section.

One may worry that an attractor in the dark matter frame might not be an attractor
in the matter frame. This is clear once we take a look at the relation between variables. It
can be checked that the variables of the autonomous system in the matter frame are

2 X¢?

2 2 o O (3.47)
3H?

and ¢“ = 3772

z

The relation with the dark matter frame variables is given by

and y= (3.48)

z Yy
r=——"— —_.
1 —6qz 1 —+/6qz
It is clear from this that the attractor behavior is not substantially changed. Perturbing
around the DDE solution with constant x and y just gives a constant rescaling relating x
and z. Regarding y, it mixes ¥ with & but this will not change the attractor behavior. The
relevant change would be that

Sz o< a'+ whereas 67 x af'+ (3.49)

where we just used that a = B~'a and then

V6qz

o (3.50)

fir =px(1—p) with g=

At this point note that [ is a free parameter (given by the free parameter ¢), only appearing
through the relations of ¢, weg with ¢ and weg. It is interesting to see that a priori by choosing
8 < 0 and large we can make our solution a very strong attractor. We will see however that it
cannot be made an infinitely strong attractor due to the implicit dependence on 3 in ¢. Also
note how for 8 > 1 the solution is apparently no longer an attractor in the matter frame. To
understand this take a look at the relation between the number of e-folds dN = (1 — 3) dN.
Take for example f = —9. It means that 10 e-folds in the dark matter frame corresponds to
1 e-fold in the matter frame. Thus, the attractor is reached in less e-folds using the matter
frame time coordinate. Contrariwise, if 8 > 1 the direction of time in the matter frame is
reversed and thus the system is getting out of the attractor as time goes.
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4 Applications to DE: attractors with cp =1

Let us apply our newly derived model as a viable DE model. We need our model to be
compatible with 02T /2 —1 < 1071, A study of the tensor perturbations of our models in the
fixed point yields (see App. C)

as — psYas
ay — 2Ya4,y + psYas — (6 + p2 — 3p4) Y2a57y '

A= (4.1)
In order to satisfy the LIGO constraint one possibility is to take a4 = Mgl /2 and a5 = 0, i.e.,
to reduce to KGB model [47]. Note that py (the exponent of the non-minimal coupling) does
not appear in c%, as any conformal coupling that depends only on ¢ does not modify the
propagation of GWs. The second possibility is that a4 and a5 are such that their combination
in c% cancels out. However, we note that this would require an a priori unjustified fine-tuning
[14-16]. A third option is to extend the discussion to beyond Horndeski and extended scalar
tensor theories (a.k.a. DHOST) and select those models where at linear level e =1 [17, 19].

Here, we will instead investigate a fourth possibility which is characteristic of DDE
solutions. To satisfy the constraint we require that

a4,Y‘S =0 ’ a5,Y‘S = 07 (42)

and a5‘8 = 0 or ps = 0 evaluated on the DDFE solutions. In other words, on the DDE solution
G4 should effectively depend on ¢ only and G5 should be constant. The interesting feature
of this mechanism is that this requirement would be dynamically reached (as long as p+ < 0)
and only applies when we are on the DDE solution and therefore out of such solution a4y # 0
and a5y # 0 in general. This is is then able pass the LIGO constraint because the detection
is at z ~ 0.08 which means that occurred in our nearby universe (in cosmological terms).

At this point, however, one has to be sure that c%p = 1 is actually stable. Let’s consider
a small perturbation out from the DDE solution, e.g. due to the effect of baryons. Then for
Y =Y, + Y we have

2Ysasyyl|s + (6 + p2 — 3pa) Yiasyy|s

5ck =Y 2
S

(4.3)

Since the constraint from observations is extremely tight we shall require as well a4 yy|s =
asyyl|s = 0. In turn this will simplify considerably the equations on the DDE. In this way,
only non-linear effects will cause a departure from cp|s = 1, for example during radiation
domination. In what follows we will consider the case where a3 = a5 = 0 and asy|s =
asyyls = 0.

Before proceeding further let us check the no-ghost condition for the case where ag =
as = 0 and asy|s = asyy|s = 0. We will use the formulas derived in Ref. [31] and for
completeness we wrote them in the App. C. The no-ghost conditions for the gradient and
kinetic terms of the perturbations respectively are ¢2 > 0 and Qs > 0 which read

2 o (2ps — p2) (3p4x5 + \/6) s — 3Qpas — 30 — 30 (1 + weaq) > 0 (4.4)

and
f,Cza/
4

12Y3a
+$ (2+\/6(2+p2—p4)x5) >0,
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where we used P = 0 to solve for ap and the first Friedman equation (3.3) to solve for asy .
The condition Q5 > 0 is easily achieved if cz >0, a2 yy > 0and agyyy/as < 1 or if the last
term is positive. Let us study the case when DDE dominates (€2, — 0) and when radiation
dominates (Qpas, 2 — 0). Neglecting the effect of baryons, we respectively find that ¢ = 0
has two solutions on the DDE fixed point, namely

pﬁ:i(?i\/l—i—%QDM) and Zﬁzl(u:ﬂzﬁ) : (4.6)
p2 12 P2 2

c2 > 0if py ¢ (ps_,pay). This also implies that for ¢ = 0, i.e. Qpys and ;. are independent of
DE, the solution py = 0 is always safe since in that case pst/p2 > 0, as it should be. We can
rewrite the condition Eq. (4.4) on the DDE solution in terms of weg, ¢ and § using Egs. (3.22)
and (2.17). The positivity of ¢2 can be then translated to the fact that 3 ¢ (8_, 8+ ), where

1 1 24
B = 5 (5+ 9werr) + 2\/1 + 3Weft (2 + 3tWefr) + et (4.7)
For example, for ¢ = 2.3 and weg = —0.7 we have that f ¢ (—2.1,0.8). Outside this

range the theory is healthy. It should be noted that if we consider the case w.g = —1 then
B ¢ (—3.7,—0.33) and the original model with py = p3/2 has a ghost in general.

There is an interesting result from our analysis. Only considering G2 and G4 (which
includes the original models), we have found that we need to consider a non-universal coupling
to gravity if we require Doppelgéinger behaviour, acceleration and stable perturbations. The
reason is that if DM and SM universally couple to gravity, that is f = 0 (matter and dark
matter frames coincide), and we require that Weg = weg = —pa/p2 ~ —0.7 we find that
there is a ghost in general, i.e. ¢2 < 0. We could consider a more general Lagrangian with a
suitable G'3 but rather than entering in more fine-tunings we will stick to the non-universal
coupling to gravity. For this reason, we will consider the case where § < S_ which is both
healthy and interesting as we shall see. The case 5 ~ (_ is also interesting for models where
DE could cluster as ¢ ~ 0.

4.1 Phase space and stability of fixed points of DDE

Let us now study in detail the phase space and stability of this particular example. We will
apply the equations derived in Sec. 3.2 and App. B for b = r = 0 and ayy = asyy =
asyyy = 0. The latter equality will be justified a posteriori. Note that this case is a non-
minimally coupled quintessence and generalizes previous results in Ref. [25, 44] and reduces
to them when py — 0. The Friedman equation is now 1 = Qg4 + Qpps where

asy a C
O, = 225 272 6paz =
=7 a4 4 2a4 VG e 14+¢’ (4.8)

and we used the DDE condition p¢/,0DM = Q¢/QDM = ¢. We also have

31
F=-3+ \/épgzv)QDM =0 = Ty = — §p— (4.9)
2

From Eq. (3.43) we find

Wef = — 2. (4.10)
b2
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The remaining condition is given by

1 2q
P:1+§$(p2+p4) (\@+3p4$>+%=0, (4.11)
4

which we will use to solve for as. We study the perturbations around the fixed point and in
this particular case Eq. (4.12) yields (see App. B)

Mi:—% (1—2) {11\/1—814(11__;3292)2 (ZQ¢+§2<322—5>>} (4.12)

where

A=20,+ 2 <6p4 _ 7> + %@’W . (4.13)

P2 \ P2 Dbys a4
Note that A « @, and therefore the no-ghost condition imposes A > 0 as well. A short
exercise tells that Eq. (3.50) applied to the first example of Sec. 3.1 exactly matches the
results of Ref. [48]. Thus, it is a further support of our calculations in the dark matter frame.
Let us consider the first non-trivial extension of Ref. [25, 44], that is canonical scalar field
(a2,yy = 0) with a general non-minimal coupling to gravity (ps # 0). We are interested in
the case where the system is a strong attractor in the matter frame, i.e., i+ < 0. According
to Eq. (3.50), we may choose 3 very large so as to have |fit| > 1. However, a quick inspection
to Egs. (2.17), (3.22) and (4.8) tells us that in the limit § — —oo we are led to ps/p2 — 1/3
and 0y — 1. In that limit, i — 0 as the last term of the square root in Eq. (4.12) goes to
zero as 372, Contrariwise, if 3 = f_ ~ —2.1 (the upper bound for the no-ghost conditions)
we find that the square root becomes imaginary and thus fi— =~ —1.3. A numerical search
finds that the optimal value is 8 ~ —3.8 where i ~ —2.2. This means that in 1 e-fold the
system approaches the attractor by 0.1. For a general form of asyy # 0 one could make
the attractor much stronger. In any case, the main point of this section is to show that the
simplest model is generally an attractor. For this reason, we expect that by enlarging the
functional space to include ag and as there will still be models with such attractor behavior.
We will see that in fact the main issue with this model will be a departure from the DDE
due to baryons.

4.2 Effect of baryons

In the DM frame we have seen how baryons get non-minimally coupled to the scalar field.
So far we have neglected this component as it is subdominant in the late time cosmology.
However, the effect of baryons is quite interesting. First of all, it is important to note that
on the attractor solution

Qp = P a_%g = a% (4.14)

6H2Gy ’

where we integrated Eq. (3.40) on the fixed point. For 8 < 0 or 5 > 1 (¢/p2 > 0) we have
that the relative energy density of baryons increases backwards in time. This means that
there was an epoch where baryons dominated the universe. If 0 < 5 < 1 (¢/p2 > 0) then
increases with time and baryons will dominate in the future. For 5 = ¢ = 0 baryons interact
with DE like DM and the DDE solution is preserved but this case has a ghost in the scalar
sector (see Sec. 4.1). We will treat baryons perturbatively and study its effects. The effect
of baryons into the scaling value of ¢ — ¢ + dc is small and at the current time is given by

de ( §> Qo 14+ct Qo 4x1072
C

1-Qo  (1-8)°1-Q0  (1-8)° (4.15)

~15 —



where we took Qb,o = ﬁb,o/SﬁgMle ~ 4 x 1072 in the matter frame and that ¢ > 1 since
18] > 1 (B <0), see Eq. (3.22). Solving 6P = §F = 0 due to baryons we find

oz _ ¢ Q/Qpum and 0¥ 0T, 1 —pa/p2

3757]721+(1_Q/p2)0b/QDM Ys s Q¢+2%(3%_5) ’

(4.16)

where we have used Qparo = ﬁDM70/3H§M§l ~ 0.27 and that the ratio Q,/Qpy = /o
is frame independent. Note that for 5,q — 0 there is no effect from the baryons. We can

now compute the change in Y; = 22 /y? as

Y _ oz 1 —p4/p2
Y, $SQ¢+P74(31%_5)'

2p2 D2

(4.17)

The effect on c%, if we assume that the previous (n — 1)-th derivative of a4 vanish, i.e.
agyn-1|s = 0, reads

Y"1 2V ay ynls
an—l a4|s :
To have an order of magnitude estimate let us use that €,/Qpy; ~ 0.15 and assume that
B < B- ~ —2.1. In that case, we find that typically dY/Y; ~ 0.1 (since for large 8 we have
q/p2 ~ pa/p2 ~ 1/3 and Q4 ~ 1) and we can roughly estimate

5ck = (4.18)

2Y'ag yns

5ck ~ 107! (4.19)

a4|s

Let us assume that a4 has a “minimum” in Y, e.g.

as(V) = 1\? <1 +es (1 _ }’f)n) , (4.20)

where n represent the steepness and the typical value of Yy o Hg gives us the scale in which
the DDE with e = 1 starts. The constraint from GWs then tells us that

§ch~ —n107" ey <1071, (4.21)

For example, if we require that ¢4 ~ O(1) we need n > 16. As expected we need a large
tuning to be compatible with such a tight constraint. We may relax the value of n by
assuming that ¢4 < 1 but then one may argue that we are fine tuning the coeflicient as well.
For completeness, we check the effect on the effective equation of state which is small, as
expected, and it is given by

Sweg = (1 + weﬂ)iﬁ ~ 1072, (4.22)

S
Let us briefly discuss possible screenings on local scales. Since we have both a con-
formal coupling to baryons and higher derivatives the model potentially has Vainshtein and
Chameleon screenings. The length scale of the Vainshtein mechanism is given by the coeffi-
cient in front of the higher order derivatives [49, 50], that is G4 x. Since we are expanding
around a cosmological background where G4 x is vanishing we have that the Vainshtein will
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be essentially zero for practical purposes. It should be noted that by considering a non-trivial
(3, we could enlarge the possibility of Vainshtein screening.

Let us turn now to the Chameleon screening. Since in the matter frame we have a
conformal coupling to baryons with ¢, the Chameleon mechanism [51, 52] would apply for
baryons depending on the effective potential for ¢. For example, for simplicity we can consider
that the Lagrangian for baryons is similar to that of DM, i.e. Eq. (2.8), but for the metric
g. It is convenient to go to the “Einstein” frame® by Guv = ¢P4g,,. In such frame, we can
see that the effective potential is roughly given by (if ps # 0)

V= 67 (1 + ). 4

There will be the possibility of screening where the baryon energy density is relevant only
if (p2/ps—2)(q/ps —1/2) < 0. For our particular case (f < 0 and |B] < 1), we have
pa/p2 ~ 1/3 and q/p2 ~ 1/3 which does not fall in the Chameleon screening. In fact only
for 3weg < B < 3(1 + 2wWeg) Will there be screening mechanism. It is interesting to note that
it falls in the excluded regime by the no-ghost conditions. The only way out is to consider
that py = 0 (alternatively § ~ —2.1) when the matter frame is already the “Einstein” frame.
There will not be any screening but there will not be any fifth force either, like quintessence
models [44]. A further study might be interesting but it is out of the scope of the present
work. Here we present the minimal example where 02T = 1 is not achieved by a fine tuning
of the coefficient but rather by the presence of a “minimum” at the present time for the
function Gjy.

We end this section by suggesting possible ways to attain a proper matter domination
and radiation stages and to study the modification of ¢ at early times. The first point to
note is that the solutions on the dark matter frame do not depend directly on 5 (the cou-
pling to the SM). They do depend indirectly once we require that baryons see an accelerated
expanding universe today with weg ~ —0.7. An interesting possibility is to allow for a time
dependence in 8 — essentially constant nowadays but changed in the past. Then we can see
from Eqgs. (2.17) and (3.22) that wer and ¢ are not constant and they could, for example,
change towards a matter dominated stage. This also implies that there must be DDE solu-
tions without constant effective equation of state. Regarding the value of 02T during radiation
domination, we would require a specific model that has a proper matter domination stage
to study the full evolution. For example, significant departures from ¢y = 1 during matter
and radiation domination eras could be seen respectively by space-based GWs detectors like
LISA or by B-mode polarization (c2 # 1 shifts the positions of the angular peaks in the
power spectrum). For example, if 7 ~ 0.1 the CMB bound is ¢Z < 3 [53]. For smaller r,
the constraint is looser since r o c;l (with all the other parameters fixed). Nevertheless, we
can give a rough estimates on the deviation from c?p = 1 studying the change in Y. From
its definition (see Eq. (3.35)) we see that on the fixed point ¥ o« H2¢P17P2=2 = cnt. To
compare the values of Y during radiation and DDE we need to know the evolution of ¢
as well — which will try to track that of H. During radiation domination we can see that
xr = x5 (1 +w,) (by see Eq. (3.44)). Also note that a similar calculation than in Eq. (4.16)
but for radiation instead of baryons, yields that dy/ys < 0. While = grows, y decreases. We
can thus place a lower bound to the value of Y = 22/4? during radiation domination, namely
Y, > Y, (1+w,)? (1 =Y, /Y| > 7/9). Eq. (4.20) implies that for large n the deviations from

4We regard the “Einstein” frame by the frame where G4 a4(Y), that is a constant factor on the DDE
solution.
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c2T = 1 could be significant, namely

_ 1+cs(1-Y,)Y)"
e (14 (20— )Y /Ye) (1= Y,/v)"

s (4.24)
We will get a lower or upper bound on 02T depending on the values of ¢4 and n. For example,
for ¢4 ~ —1 and n = 16 we have that C?F < 0.44 while for ¢4 ~ 0.1 we get c?[, > 1.15. Lastly,
we note that for ¢4 > 0.8 we would have a ghost, i.e. c% < 0. Similar logic applies to
odd n by flipping the sign of ¢4. The main point is that given a complete model for DDE
cosmology we would be able to constraint the value of ¢4 and n using the early/late time
universe bounds on ¢ [13, 53]. Future observations of CMB B-mode polarization might
provide constraints on the parameters. For the LISA band, it will depend on how to achieve
the matter dominated stage. For example, if it is achieved by a time-dependent w.s; we
do not expect much deviation form 02T = 1 since z will be roughly constant. Thus, we have
provided a model where significant deviations from 02T = 1 in the early universe are expected.

5 Conclusions

The (almost) simultaneous detection of GWs and their electromagnetic counterpart [13] ruled
out, at first glance, most of the Horndeski theories [14-16]; basically all the terms that contain
derivative couplings to gravity, i.e. £4 and L5. Here we enlarged the space of models that
could potentially pass the GW constraint within Horndeski theories with interaction between
the scalar field and dark matter. We proposed a class of models with non-trivial £4 and L5 in
which the value ¢ = 1 might be achieved dynamically and, therefore, avoids the fine-tuning
problem. For simplicity, we studied the particular cases without £3 and L5 and show that
there are attractor solutions with ¢ = 1. We expect that there are still solutions including L3
and L5 with attractor behavior, since the functional space has been enlarged. Furthermore,
these models can be take as a motivation to consider effective field theory models of dark
energy [54] in which cp(t) — 1 only at low redshifts but ¢ # 1 at high redshifts.

To do that, we found new solutions to interacting dark sector models in which the ratio
between dark energy and dark matter energy densities is constant; in turn alleviating the
coincidence problem. We called these class of solutions Doppelgéinger Dark Energy (DDE).
DDE models are usually interpreted as a non-trivial interaction between DM and DE. In
this work, we have provided a new interpretation of the model by removing the interaction
via a conformal transformation. We then introduced the matter frame where baryons are
minimally coupled but DM interacts with DE and the dark matter frame where the DM is a
free dust fluid but baryons have a dilatonic coupling to DE. In the latter frame DDE solutions
are viewed just as regular DM plus a DE component which behaves like a matter fluid (in the
DDE regime). The observed accelerated expansion of the universe is then due to a conformal
coupling between DE and the standard model. We have found the most general solutions of
DDE in the Horndeski Lagrangian; thus greatly extending the results in the literature [28].
One of the main results is the general form of the Lagrangian which admits DDE solutions
and it is given in the matter frame by Eq. (3.30).

Concerning the GW bounds on c¢p, we discussed the theory space that is still allowed
that includes DDE solutions with a non-trivial form of £4 and L5. The crucial point is that
L; are general functions of Y = X ¢?? which is constant on the DDE solution. In this way,
we chose that G4 and G5 to have a “minimum” in Y only on the attractor solution, say
Giyls = Gsy|s = 0 and therefore C% = 1, but not otherwise. Afterwards, we focused on a
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particular model within the new solutions using only L2 and L4. Interestingly, these DDE
solutions are attractors for a certain parameter range; thus, reaching the value ¢y = 1 at low
redshifts dynamically.

We have then studied the phase space of the system and we have imposed the no-ghost
conditions for perturbations. We found that the no-ghost conditions on accelerating DDE
solutions with general G2 and G4 require a non-universal coupling to gravity. Assuming the
ACDM values, that is weg ~ —0.7 and ¢ ~ 2.3 (see Egs. (2.17) and (3.22)), we have that the
value of the dark matter frame variables ¢ and weg depend only on the conformal coupling to
matter 5. The model is stable and an attractor for 5 < S_, which is clear from Egs. (4.7) and
(4.12). Furthermore, we estimated the steepness of the “minimum” in G4 by a parameter
n (0'G4/dY" = 0 for i < n) which tells us how hard it is to depart from ¢z = 1 with a
departure from the DDE solution. We have found that due to the effect of baryons, which
in general takes the system out of the fixed point by 1%, the power n has to be fairly large.
In fact, the repercussion of the effect to the departure of ¢ scales as dcz ~ n (€,/Qp )"t
and thus we must require that n > 16 in order to be compatible with the observation of
the GW event [13]. We have argued that our model predicts significant departures from
c%, = 1 during radiation domination, which might place future bounds on our parameters
using CMB B-mode polarization data. Future observations on CMB B-mode polarization
and space-based GWs detectors, e.g. LISA, will place stringent constraints on this kind of
models. A glance at possible screening mechanisms shows that neither the Chameleon nor
the Vainshtein mechanisms would not work in our particular model. Nevertheless, while this
particular example might be ultimately ruled out by other constraints, we have proposed
a dynamical mechanism to achieve c% = 1 that goes beyond those discussed in Refs. [14—
19]; yet it allows for significant departures from c?p = 1 in the early universe. Although the
presented models require a fine-tuning of n > 16 and, thus, they might not be distinguishable
from other forms of tuning, they dynamically achieve c% — 1 at present only with G4 and
are essentially not background dependent.

Let us end by noting that our approach could also be applied to generalized interactions
and generalized models. For example, we could have a DDE in the dark matter frame and
consider a general disformal coupling to matter with kinetic dependence. Then we should
require that in the matter frame c% = 1 but we will have a non-trivial derivative interaction
between DM and DE. This line of research will be pursued elsewhere. It would also be
interesting to derive non-universal couplings to gravity in the dark sector and in the standard
model from a fundamental approach but this is far from the scope of this paper.
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A Mapping frame to frame

Let us compute the redshift in the dark matter frame. As it is well explained in Ref. [41]
if the SM has a non-trivial coupling to a scalar field one finds that the mass of the baryons
and fermions are rescaled under Eq. (2.7) by m = Bm so that our knowledge of emission
of photons has to be translated into the past. For example, when we compare a observed
frequency from a transition at a time t and today we find
B(t)
v(t) = —=u Al

( ) By 0> ( )
where the subindex 0 stands for today. Thus, we one computes the redshift it does not only
contain information about the expansion but about the time dependent mass of the particles
as well. The redshift of the photons then can be written as

Vem,0 Bobs,O Vem Bobs,O Aem Qem
| 4= Vom0 _ _ _ fem (A.2)
Vobs,0 B, Vobs,0 Bem Qobs,0 Qobs,0

where in the first step we are measuring the frequency as it would be emitted today and has
to be translated to the corresponding time of emission to related it with the expansion of the
universe. Note that this coincides with the usual calculation in the matter frame.

A similar reasoning can be done for the distance luminosity relation and one finds

Vemn.0 dt dz dt B dz
L= Vopsn ( +Z)/ g — 2 [ =tz “H (1 + 41E) (I+2) | &
(A.3)

where r = [dt/a is the physical distance travelled by the photons. Thus, observables are
frame independent as it is well known.
For example, in ACDM we have that B =1, Q = 0 (DM behave as a pressureless fluid)

and thus X
PDM,0G~

pA + Ppmpa3’
where a subindex 0 refers to the value today and ag = 1. Then we conclude that at present
West &~ —0.7 which yields that px/ppy ~ 2.33.

3H? = pr + ppyoa® and 1+ W = (A.4)

A.1 Change in the Lagrangian

Here we derived the relations between Lagrangian up to G4. If the reader is interested in
G5, it is derived in Refs [40]. Now, given that

G = B(6)* gy (A-5)
we find
_ B _ OB
VuVi0 = V,T0 -2 (VoW 4 Xg) and R=57(R-657) . (40)
Using this relations it is straightforward to show that
Gy = 3264 , Gg= 3263 + 4B¢BXG4,X + 2G4B¢B (A?)
and
Gy = B'Gy + 4BByGsX + 4XG4BByy — 8G4B;X — 8B,BG, 4 X (A.8)

where the arguments of the barred functions are now to be intended as functions of the
matter frame variables, i.e. X = B~2X.

—90 —



B Explicit formulas

Here we present for completeness the form of Horndeski equations of motion terms.

are given by

E2=2XGyx — Gy , E=6XpHG3x —2XG3,,
&y = —6H2G4 + 24H?X (G47X + XG47X)() — 12HX(Z‘5G47¢X — 6H(ZBG4’¢,
E = 2H3X¢ (5G5,X + 2XG57xx) — 6H2X <3G57¢ + 2XG5’¢X>

and
Pa=Gy , P3=-2X <G3,¢ + QBG?),X) ;
Py =2 (3H2+2H) Gy — (4X (3H? + 20 ) + 4HX ) Gax — SHX XGixx
+2(¢+2H) Gag +4XCagy +4X (§— 2H3) Guox
Ps = —2X (2H3g'b LO2HHG+ 3H2¢S) Gs.x — AH2X2$Gs x x
+AHX (X = HX) G gx +2 (20X + 2XH + 3H2X ) G 4 + AHX G, .
The formulas for the general phase space are given by
1=Q4+ Qprr + 2 + Qs
where

Yasy
as

y2a2
2a4

1'20/ <
Q¢>=—\/6p4l‘+%— +(1—p4)x2§+ (xz(m—m—i-?)—i—\/éx)
4 4

Ya Y2a
+ (VBo(3p2 = 5p4 + 6) + 4) = 4 (2V6a(p — py +2) +4) —1F

a4 a4
2
Ya 5/3 Y2a
+3(p—2pa+ D)=+ | Tpo — Oy + —— + 12 | —=2¥
a4 3x a4
2\/% Y3a
+ [ 2(p2 —pa+2) + oYY
3x a4
The second Friedman equations reads
dx dy
P—+P—+P=0
1IN + 2 AN +
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(B.5)



where

2a4 a4

2 2q
P =1+ Q,w, + x(p2 + ps) <p4a: + \/;) 49 (1 — py)a?

Yasy

2
- (162(192 —pa+2)(p2 +pa) + 2\/;96(192 +pa) + 2) o

(B.6)
— (p2 —2ps + 1) <\/§ (p2 + pa) + 1) 1;(15

2\/> y? a5Y

a4

2
- \/;ﬂf(pz —pa+2)(p2 +p4) + 3(2192 —ps+3)+

and

2 Ya 2 8\ Y
I‘Plz—\/» 3Y+ —2\/>96(p2—1)4+2)— - Ay
3 3 a4

2 3 2 2
3 Y-a 4 \/; Y“a
—*pz—p4+ =2+ + | —3Bp2—4ps+5) - = —t
T ay
4\ Yaygy 4Y as \F
-3 5pg —6) — — | —=1 — (pg — 2 1 z
( p2 + 5py — 6) 3> o (p2 —2pa+1) 30, + [ gpaz
(B.7)
an
2 Yasy \F 8\ Yayyy \F 8\ Yasy
Py = /= ’ 2/ = — 2+ - | —2IL Zx2(3py — 5 6) + - | —=
yPy \/;x o +< 3w(p2 s+ )+3) o + 3:6( P2 — 54 + )+3 o
4 2\/% Y3a5 Yy 14po 5 % Y2a5 v
+ {2 —ps+2)+ == 4 —6py+ —4— +8 | —>—
3 3 3z ay

2Y as \F 2
— 241 —\/Epx— =
+ (P2 —2ps+1) o FPaT — 3

(B.8)
The time derivative of the first Friedman equation reads
dx dy
F FB—=+F= B.9
1oy P hos +F =0, (B.9)

where

F=Q (—\/6p2x +V6qx — 3) — Qpum (\/6])2:6‘ + 3> -Q, <\/6p2x + 3w, + 3) , (B.10)
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and

Ya z%a V2,
oFy = 222 2YY LA (23;2(172 —pa+2)+ 2\/61.) - OeYY (2 — 2p4)x2
a4 aa a4 a4
Y3a
+<x2 4p2—6p4+10)+3\f> . +<4\/6$(p2—p4+2)+8>%
4 4

Y2q Ya
+ (4\/6:,: 4py — Bpy + 8) + 24) % + (\/63:(9;92 — 17pg + 18) + 6) %
4 4

4\ﬁ 4
3\ Y% 6Y a
( p2 —ps+2) S 4 (py — 2pa + 1)~ — Vopaz
3T as 4
20 3 5 2
3 Y°a Y<a
(26p2 C30py - 2 g | T (g agp VD g | 1Y
3z a4 a4
(B.11)
and
Y 2 Y2
yFy = —222 fdayy Ty + (—2362(]92 —ps+2)— 2\/6’96) 2 dsyy
a4 a4 a4

Ya
+ (xz(—4p2 4 6py— 10) — 4\/6:c> a?”y +2(py — 1?22
4 4
Y3a Y2q
+ (—4\/5w(p2 —pa+2) - 8) % + (—2\/6:13(9;02 — 11py +18) — 32) ai”y
4 4

2
Ya 4\@ Yia
+ (—2\/53:(6192 — 1lps +12) — 14) S | A(pe—pa+2) — 5YYY
a4 3z ay

26\[ v 10[ V2
+ [ —30py +34ps — — L2 _ 56 25 YY [ —48py + 66ps — —V° — 78 ;5 Y
4 4

Ya
—12(p2 — 2p4 + 1)75 +2V6pyr + 2.
4

(B.12)
For the particular case a4y = a4 yy = a4, yyy = 0 we find for the background quantities

2 1
P = \/>p4 , Py = 373 —1 (B.13)
3 3ys

1 9asyy 1 9agyy
s = 4—}—3——2;0(2 ) and F: :—< 2(Qy —2 —3 +57 : )
. \/6<p T PP 2= oy P S i,
(B.14)
For the perturbations of the functions P and F' we get
1
Pro=—— (301 (02— pa) + 205 (1 — Q) @oPrg+ysPye=—1+2 (B.15)
\@pz p2
and
F, = V6ps (Qp—1) . (B.16)
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C Perturbations

Here we present for completeness the equations from Ref. [31]. We have

w1 =2(Gy — 2X G x) = 2X ($HGs x — Gs )

wy = —2G3 x X + 4G4 H — 16X2G 4 xx H + 4 (¢G47¢X - 4HG47X> + 2G40 — 4GH2X2Gs x x
—10pH*X G5 x + 8HX?G5 4x + 12HX G5 4

wy = 3X (Gax +2X G xx) + 6X (3XOHGs xx — Gagx X — Ga g+ 6HOGs )
+18H (4HX3G4, xxx — HGy — 5X$Gysx — Gagd+ THX Gy x + 16HX2Gy xx — 2X2<;'SG47¢XXX)
+6H2X (26 HX?Gs,xxx + 136HX Gs xx + 150HGs x — 6X*G gxx — 27X G gx — 18Gs,5)

Wy = 2G4 - 2§5XG5’X - 2XG57¢
(C.1)
Then wa wy

C% = ;1 y QT — Z (02)

2 3 (Qw%ng — wiwy + dwiwaw — 2w%w2) — 6w2ppar — 6w pp — 6wW? (1 + Wraq) Prad
w1 (4w1w3 + 9w§)

S

(C.3)

and
wq (4w1w3 + 9w§)

3w§
The no-ghost condition reads c%,c?,QT,Qs > 0. Let us first consider the tensor modes
no-ghost conditions in general. We have that

Qs = (C4)

1 21
Qr = §¢p4 (614 —2Yayy +psYas — Yasy ((pz —pa+2)+ 390)) (C.5)

and 2 1 dlnY
as —psYas —Y a5Y Jew N -

&= (C6)

ag —2Yasy +psYas —Y?asy ((pz —pa+2)+ %)

Since the scalar sector is rather involved here we only present the formulas for our particular
model where a3z = a5 = a4y = a4,yy = 0. In this case we find

16 2

Qs = =55 P2a3(Yy) | 25 (204 — p2) (\/6 + 3p4$s) — 3Qpar — 30 — 3Q, 4 oYY

3wsy? a4

12Y3a

+ % <2+ V6 (2 + po —P4)$s)>
4
(C.7)
and

) 16

p*P1tP2g3 <x5 (2p4 — p2) (\/6 + 3p4x5) —3Qpm — 32 — 3 (14 wy) ) ~
(C.8)

ct = —
y 3w%st§
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