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A number of dynamical system formulations have been proposed over the last few years

to analyse cosmological solutions in f(R) gravity. The aim of this article is to provide a
brief introduction to the different approaches, presenting them in a chronological order as

they appeared in the history of the relevant scientific literature. In this way we illuminate

how the shortcoming(s) of an existing formulation encouraged the development of an
alternative formulation. Whenever possible, a 2-dimensional phase portrait is given for

a better visual representation of the dynamics of phase space. We also touch upon how

cosmological perturbations can be analyzed using the phase space language.
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1. Introduction

f(R) gravity is an important and well-studied class of modified gravity theories

[1,2]. Many important cosmological models, for example Starobinsky’s inflationary

models [3] and Hu-Sawicki’s late time cosmology model [4], employ these theories

to explain the late-time acceleration of the universe, without the need for dark

energy. The field equations for f(R) gravity are comprised of a modified Fried-

mann equation, a modified Raychaudhuri equation and the continuity equation for

the cosmological fluid. In general they constitute a complicated set of coupled non-

linear partial differential equations. In cosmology we mostly work with homogeneous

metrics in order to respect the cosmological principle, so that the cosmological field

equations reduce to a set of coupled non-linear ordinary differential equations. As

we know, there are no generic method to solve non-linear differential equations,

so the method of dynamical system can be a good approach to extract qualita-

tive and qualitative information about the evolution of such non-linear systems. In

the dynamical system formulation of cosmology, a set of dimensionless expansion

normalised dynamical variables are suitably defined in order that the cosmological
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field equations can be written in as a closed set of coupled first order nonlinear

differential equations, constituting a dynamical system [5,6]. The phase trajecto-

ries in the corresponding phase space represent all possible cosmological dynamics

within the model under consideration. The fixed points are interpreted as cosmic

epochs, with unstable fixed points (repelers or past attractors), saddle fixed points

and stable fixed points (attractors or future attractors) representing possible initial,

intermediate and final epochs of the cosmic evolution.

Dynamical system methods have been extensively used in the context of dark

energy models and modified gravity (See Ref.[7] for a review). For f(R) gravity the

very first attempt to employ a phase space analysis can be traced back to Starobin-

sky [3] in the context of R2-inflation model. Capozziello et al. generalised this study

for a number of different inflationary f(R) models [8]. The so called expansion-

normalized dynamical variables, which are mostly used today for dynamical system

analysis, was introduced for the first time by Carloni et. al. [9] for the simple case

of Rn gravity. Attempts to generalise the formulation followed shortly afterwards

[10,11]. Extensions of this formulation to a compact phase space, allowing for the

analysis of asymptotic behaviour including static and cyclic solutions, were also

introduced in reference to a number of f(R) models [12,13]. Despite its success,

this formulation is useful only for very certain types of f(R). This shortcoming led

Carloni to propose a different dynamical system formulation that can in principle

be used for all the f(R) theories [14]. A form-independent dynamical system ap-

proach, that can be used for all possible f(R) theories satisfying an observational

requirement irrespective of their functional form, was proposed very recently by

Chakraborty et al. [15].

The article is arranged as follows. Sec.2 presents a brief introduction to f(R)

gravity and the cosmological field equations field equations for f(R) gravity. Sec.3

presents the earliest and the very basic dynamical system formulation for f(R)

gravity [3,8,16]. Sec.4 reviews the usual and most used dynamical system formula-

tion in terms of expansion-normalized dynamical variables [10,11] and points out

it’s shortcoming. Sec.5 describes the alternative dynamical system formulation as

was proposed by Carloni [14]. Sec.6 presents the form-independent dynamical sys-

tem formulation as proposed by Chakraborty et al. [15]. Sec. 7 briefly introduces

the compact dynamical system formulation and presents some of its strengths and

flaws. Finally a discussion is presented in Sec.9.

Throughout the article we will mainly consider the homogeneous and isotropic

Friedmann-Lâimetre-Robertson-Walker (FLRW) spacetime to respect the cosmo-

logical principle

ds2 = −dt2 +
a2(t)(

1 + kr2

4

)2 . (1)

We will also take into consideration only the metric formulation of f(R) gravity in

which the only dynamical degree of freedom is the metric and the affine connection

is a function of the metric and it’s first derivatives. Another formulation of f(R)
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gravity is the so-called Palatini formulation, which treats the metric and the affine

connection as two independent dynamical quantities. For general relativity (GR)

the two formalisms produce the same field equations but for f(R) gravity they

produce different field equations. For an interesting connection between these two

formulations, see Ref.[17].

2. Cosmological field equations in f(R) gravity

f(R) gravity is characterised by the existence of a dynamical scalar degree of free-

dom ϕ = F (R) ≡ f ′(R) as apparent from the trace field equation

RF (R)− 2f(R) + 3�F (R) = κT, (2)

T being the trace of the energy momentum tensor, κ = 8πG = 8π
m2

Pl
(G is Newton’s

gravitational constant andmPl is the Planck’s mass). This propagating scalar degree

of freedom is sometimes referred to as the scalaron. General Relativity is the trivial

case of f(R), for which F (R) = 1 and the scalaron ceases to be a dynamical degree

of freedom. In the presence of a perfect fluid with energy density ρ and pressure P ,

the field equations for FLRW spacetime in f(R) gravity are given by

3F

(
H2 +

k

a2

)
= κρeff ≡ κ(ρ+ ρR) , (3)

−F
(

2Ḣ + 3H2 +
k

a2

)
= κPeff ≡ κ(P + PR) , (4)

where we have defined the conserved scalaron energy density and pressure as

κρR ≡
1

2
(RF − f)− 3HḞ , (5)

κPR ≡ F̈ + 2HḞ − 1

2
(RF − f) . (6)

The effective equation of state parameter of the universe is defined as

weff ≡
Peff

ρeff
=
P + PR
ρ+ ρR

= −2Ḣ + 3H2 + k/a2

3(H2 + k/a2)
(7)

and the equation of state of the scalaron is

wR ≡
PR
ρR

=
F̈ + 2HḞ − 1

2 (RF − f)
1
2 (RF − f)− 3HḞ

. (8)

If the perfect fluid is barotropic, with an equation of state parameter w, then weff

and wR are related to each other via the relation

weff = w
ρ

ρeff
+ wR

ρR
ρeff

. (9)

There are two important conditions for physical viability of any f(R) gravity which

we now mention below:
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• f ′(R) < 0 makes the scalar degree of freedom appearing in the theory

a ghost. To eradicate the possibility of a ghost degree of freedom, one

must require f ′(R) > 0 for all R (or at least within the domain under

consideration). We will assume it to hold throughout our consideration.

• f ′′(R) < 0 is related to unstable growth of curvature perturbations in the

weak gravity limit (This is also known as the tachyonic instability or the

Dolgov-Kawasaki instability [18]). Therefore, one requires that f ′′(R) > 0

at least around the matter domination epoch.

In the next few sections we present the various dynamical system formulations

for f(R) gravity that exists in literature.

3. The earliest dynamical system formulation

The fundamental difference between Einstein’s general relativity and f(R) gravity

is the existence of terms containing the fourth order derivatives of the metric. This

is why f(R) theories are also a subclass of the so-called fourth order theories of

gravity. This is apparent from the term F̈ in PR. This basic knowledge encourages

taking the set {H, R, Ṙ} as the fundamental set of dynamical variables. If one sets

κ = 1, then all quantities are dimensionless.

Consider a spatially flat FLRW universe devoid of matter. In this case the

Friedmann equation (3) and the Raychaudhuri equation (4) are not independent;

the latter is obtained from the former by a time derivative. Define the dynamical

quantities

x ≡ H, y ≡ R, z ≡ Ṙ . (10)

The Friedmann equation (3) provides a constraint between the dynamical variables

which can be used to eliminate z

z =
yf ′(y)− f(y)− 6f ′(y)x2

6xf ′′(y)
, (11)

leaving {x, y} as the only two independent dynamical variables consisting a 2-

dimensional phase space. Using the Friedmann equation (4) again and the definition

of the Ricci scalar one can write the dynamical system as

ẋ = −2x2 +
y

6
, (12)

ẏ =
(y − 6x2)f ′(y)− f(y)

6xf ′′(y)
, (13)

It is clear from the above that this formulation should not be used in the limit f ′′ →
0 (GR limit). The entire 2-dimensional plane x-y is not physical. The requirement

x2 > 0 singles out the physical region of the phase space as

6xf ′′(y)z(x, y)− yf ′(y)− f(y) < 0. (14)
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A complete analysis of the phase space, in particular the knowledge about the

physically viable region of the phase plane, requires the knowledge of the function

f . Nevertheless the dynamical system comprised of Eqs.(12,13) was used in Ref.[16]

in an attempt to visualise the generic phase space features of f(R) theories. The

fixed points of this dynamical system, given by the condition {ẋ, ẏ} = {0, 0} are

either de-Sitter or Minkowski solutions. From Eqs.(12,13) the fixed points are given

by

x∗ = ±
√
y∗
12
, y∗f

′(y∗)− 2f(y∗) = 0 . (15)

y∗ = 0 corresponds to Minkowski solutions. The second condition also arises

from the trace field equation (2), keeping in mind that de-Sitter vacuum solutions

have a constant positive value of the Ricci curvature scalar (zero value of the Ricci

scalar corresponds to the Minkowski limit). Notice that the de-Sitter solutions al-

ways come in pairs, representing an expanding and a contracting solution.

The Jacobian of the dynamical system (12,13) at the de-Sitter fixed points

simplifies as

J =

(
−4x∗

1
6

− 2f ′(y∗)
f ′′(y∗)

x∗

)
. (16)

If the eigenvalues are λ1,2, then

λ1 + λ2 = −3x∗ = ∓
√

3y∗
2

, λ1λ2 =
1

3

(
f ′(y∗)

f ′′(y∗)
− y∗

)
. (17)

The de-Sitter fixed point is stable when λ1 < 0, λ2 < 0. The contracting de-Sitter

solution can never be stable as in this case λ1 + λ2 > 0. The condition for the

expanding de-Sitter solution to be a stable fixed point is

f ′(y∗)

f ′′(y∗)
> y∗ ⇔

f ′(R∗)

f ′′(R∗)
> R∗ . (18)

Let us consider two simple examples.

• f(R) ∝ Rn (n > 1): The fixed point condition (15) gives

(n− 2)Rn = 0 , (19)

which is satisfied either by R = 0 (Minkowski solution) for arbitrary n or by

n = 2 for arbitrary R (which encompasses both de-Sitter and Minkowski so-

lutions). For n = 2 (R2 gravity) it is straightforward to check that λ1λ2 = 0

i.e., one of the Jacobian eigenvalues must be zero. This is because in this

case the De-Sitter fixed points belong to a one-parameter family of solu-

tions. In fact, the second condition in Eq.15 is identically satisfied, which

means for R2 gravity the parabola y = 12x2 in the x-y plane constitutes a

line of fixed points. In other words R2 gravity has a De-Sitter point for all

values of R. The other eigenvalue must be negative to satisfy λ1 + λ2 < 0.
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Therefore the whole curve y = 12x2 must be attractive in nature. The

phase space is shown in Fig.1

• f(R) = eαR (α > 0): The fixed point condition (15) shows that there exists

a De-Sitter fixed point at (H,R) =
(

1√
6α
, 2
α

)
(only the expanding solution

is considered). However, putting this value at the stability condition (18)

shows that this fixed point is not a stable fixed point but instead a saddle.

There is no Minkowski solution. The phase space is shown in Fig.2

Fig. 1. Phase space of spatially flat vac-

uum solutions of R2 gravity. Starobin-
sky’s inflationary solution is repre-

sented by the whole attracting curve

R = 12H2.

Fig. 2. Phase space of spatially flat

vacuum solutions of eR/6 gravity. The
black dot at the center is a saddle fixed

point that correspond to an inflation-

ary solution.

The very basic dynamical system formulation for f(R) gravity presented in this

section has traditionally been employed in the context of inflation in the early

universe [3,8], which is mostly modelled as an exponential expansion of a matter-

free universe. As we have seen, this formulation proves to be particularly well-

suited for this use, as the phase space is a 2-dimensional plane with the actual

physically relevant quantities as the coordinates. This advantage will disappear

once we consider the global spatial curvature and/or matter (i.e., terms which has

an explicit scale factor dependence). Later on, as it became clear that f(R) gravity

theories also have immense use in the late universe context as an alternative to dark

energy, ignoring the global spatial curvature or the matter is no longer justifiable.

This is how the other dynamical system formulations came into the picture.

4. The usual dynamical system formulation

A dynamical system formulation for f(R) gravity in terms of expansion-normalized

(or Hubble normalized) dynamical variables was first introduced in Ref.[9], based
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on a paper by Ellis and Goliath [19]. In this formulation the dynamical variables

are

x =
Ḟ

HF
, y =

R

6H2
, z =

f

6FH2
, Ω =

κρ

3FH2
, K =

k

a2H2
, (20)

The dynamical variables are simply obtained from the Friedmann equation (3) by

dividing both sides by 3H2 and are constrained by the simple algebraic equation

− x+ y − z −K + Ω = 1 (21)

Choosing to eliminate K using the Friedmann constraint, the dynamical system

can be expressed as

dx

dτ
= −4z − 2x2 − (z + 2)x+ 2y + Ω(x+ 1− 3w), (22)

dy

dτ
= y[2Ω− 2(z − 1) + x(Γ− 2)], (23)

dz

dτ
= z(−2z + 2Ω− 3x+ 2) + xyΓ, (24)

dΩ

dτ
= Ω(2Ω− 3x− 2z − 3w − 1), (25)

where τ = ln a and the auxiliary quantity Γ = Γ(R) is defined as

Γ(R) ≡ d lnR

d lnF
=

F

RF ′
. (26)

Given a functional form for f(R), one can invert the relation

y

z
=
RF

f
(27)

(provided of course that it is invertible) to determine R = R(y/z) and correspond-

ingly find Γ = Γ(y/z), so as to make the dynamical system autonomous.

This formulation has some clear benefits as compared to the one presented in

Sec.3:

• In the formulation of Sec.3 one required to adopt a natural unit system

(κ = 1) to make the dynamical variables dimensionless. In the present

formulation the dynamical variables are by construction dimensionless.

• The constraint equation (21) has a much simpler form than Eq.(11).

• In the formulation of Sec.3 the fixed points was necessarily De-Sitter solu-

tions (or Minkowski solutions in special cases). In the present formulation

even scaling solutions a ∼ tn may arise as fixed points (e.g. for the spatially

flat case this corresponds to y = 2− 1
n ).

All the phase trajectories corresponding to a possible vacuum cosmology reside

on the invariant submanifold Ω = 0 (An invariant submanifold is one such that no

phase trajectory can cross it and there are phase trajectories residing entirely on

it. An invariant submanifold divides the entire phase space in two disjoint sectors).
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It is interesting to consider the phase space of vacuum solutions of Rn theories in

the present formulation to illuminate what is the difference of this formulation with

the earlier one of Sec.3. Firstly, it is to be noted that such minimal theories have

the added advantage of introducing a new constraint [9]

y − nz = 0. (28)

Also, for Rn theories the auxiliary quantity Γ is constant;

Γ =
1

n− 1
(29)

Therefore the phase space of vaccum Rn cosmology can be reduced to the 2-

dimensional x-y (or x-z) plane irrespective of the global spatial curvature. Notice

the advantage as compared to the formulation of Sec.3. Had we not considered the

spatially flat case in Sec.3 the phase space of vacuum solutions would have been

3-dimensional, unlike the present formulation where the phase space is always 2-

dimensional irrespective of the global spatial curvature. In particular, the phase

space of vacuum solutions of R2 gravity is given by the dynamical system

dx

dτ
= −2x− 1

2
y − 2x2 , (30)

dy

dτ
= −x+ 2y − y2 . (31)

There are four fixed points of the above system, listed in table 1. The corresponding

phase space is shown in Fig.3. Note that the scaling cosmology represented by P3,

Fixed point (x, y,K) Stability Cosmology

P1 (0, 2, 0) Stable H = const.

P2 (0, 0,−1) Saddle a ∼ t1/2
P3 (−1, 0, 0) Unstable a ∼ t1/2
P4

(
− 2

5 ,
12
5 ,

3
5

)
Saddle a ∼ 1

(ts−t)5/3
, ts = 5

2H(t=0)

Table 1. Fixed points in the phase space of vacuum cosmology in R2 gravity.

which is a fixed point for the spatially flat case, was not obtained by the formulation

of Sec.3. This clearly shows the advantage of the present formulation for a detailed

analysis of the phase space. Moreover, Starobinski’s inflationary solution, which

corresponded to a whole curve in the formulation of Sec.3, is represented in this

formulation by the single point P1. This helps to get a clearer understanding of the

stability nature of this solution. Apart from Rn gravity, however there are no other

f(R) theory that gives an additional constraint like Eq.(28), and consequently we

would not be able to reduce the dimensionality of the phase space like we could do

for Rn theory.

The limitation of this formulation is that it’s success is crucially dependent on

the invertibility of the relation (27) to find R = R(y/z). This renders the present
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Fig. 3. Phase space of vacuum solutions of R2

gravity. Starobinsky’s inflationary solution is

represented by the stable fixed point P1.

formulation useless in many situations. A particularly important example of this is

the Hu-Sawicki f(R) model that was purposefully built as an f(R) alternative to

dark energy [4]. The generic form of the model is given by a Lagrangian of the form

f(R) = R−m2 C1

(
R/m2

)n
C2 (R/m2)

n
+ 1

, (32)

where C1, C2, n are free parameters and m2 is a characteristic mass scale which can

be taken, for example, to be m2 = κρm0/3 = Ωm0H
2
0 . For this model the relation

(27) becomes

y

z
=
Rf ′

f
=

(1 + C2r
n)2 − nC1r

n−1

(1 + C2rn)(1− C1rn−1 + C2rn)
, (33)

where r = R/m2. Clearly, the above expression is in general non-invertible except

for the special case n = 1 [20]. Therefore a generic dynamical system analysis of

this model is not possible with the dynamical system formulation of this section.

The alternative dynamical system formulation that is described in the next section

has been proposed as a means to overcome this limitation.

5. An alternative dynamical system formulation

To overcome the limitation arising from the invertibility requirement, a formulation

of the f(R) dynamical system was presented by Carloni in Ref.[14], which is based
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on the following variables

y =
R

6H2
, K =

k

a2H2
, Ω =

ρ

3f ′H2
, A =

(
H

m

)2

, Q =
3

2

H,τ
H

, J =
1

4

H,ττ
H

.

(34)

In the above m is some constant with a mass dimension, which is typically chosen

from the parameters appearing in the particular f(R) theory under consideration.

Comparing with the formulation of Sec.4, we notice that the dynamical variables

y, K, Ω are kept same whereas three new variables have been introduced. The

function f(R) enters into the definition of the dynamical variables only through the

one variable, namely Ω. All the other dynamical variables are completely kinematic

in nature, i.e., they depend entirely on how the universe evolves and not at all on

what is it’s inherent dynamics. In fact, the variables Q, J can be related to the

cosmographic deceleration parameter q = − ä
aH2 and jerk parameter j = 1

aH3
d3a
dt3 as

Q = −3

2
(1 + q) , (35)

J =
1

4
(1 + q − q2 + j) . (36)

The Friedmann equation and the definition of the Ricci scalar provides the following

constraints

Ω−K + y −X−
[(

1 +
Q

9

)
Q− y

2
+ J + 1

]
Y = 1, (37)

y −K − 2

3
Q = 2. (38)

where two auxiliary quantities have been introduced

X =
f

6H2f ′
, Y =

24H2f ′′

f ′
. (39)

Using the constraints to eliminate the cosmographic variables Q, J , the dynamical

system can be expressed as

dy

dτ
= 2y(K − y + 2)− 4

Y
(X +K − y − Ω + 1), (40)

dΩ

dτ
= Ω(2− 3w + X + 3K − 3y − Ω), (41)

dK

dτ
= 2K(K − y + 1), (42)

dA

dτ
= −2A(2 +K − y). (43)

Comparing with the dynamical system formulation of Sec.4, we see that both ap-

proaches produce a 4-dimensional phase space as expected. However, unlike the

earlier formulation that has one auxiliary quantity Γ explicitly depending on the

functional form of f(R), this alternative formulation has two such auxiliary quanti-

ties, namely X and Y. The possibility of obtaining a closed autonomous dynamical
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system depends on the ability to express these auxiliary quantities in terms of the

dynamical variables. In the usual formulation this crucially depends on the invert-

ibility of the relation y
z = Rf ′

f to find R = R(y/z). However, noting that

H2 = m2A, R = 6H2y = 6m2Ay (44)

and that X, Y are functions of H2 and R only, there is no such limitation in this

alternative formulation. Depending on f(R), the forms of the functions X(A, y)

and Y(A, y) may come out as quite complicated. Nevertheless, this alternative

formulation can be used in principle to consider any form of f(R) whatsoever. Here

lies the advantage of this formulation. For example, let us consider again the generic

form of the Hu-Sawicki model (Eq.(32)) and take m2 in the definition of A to be

the same as the one appearing in the model. Straightforward calculation gives

X = y
(1 + C2(6Ay)n)(1− C1(6Ay)n−1 + C2(6Ay)n)

(1 + C2(6Ay)n)2 − nC1(6Ay)n−1
, (45)

Y =
4

y

nC1(6Ay)n−1[(n+ 1)C2(6Ay)n − (n− 1)]

(1 + C2(6Ay)n)[(1 + (6Ay)n)2 − nC1(6Ay)n−1]
. (46)

The dynamical equations becomes very complicated in form. Their explicit expres-

sions can be found in Ref.[14], so we do not find it necessary to write them here.

Nevertheless, the present formulation in principle allows for a dynamical system

analysis of Hu-Sawicki model in it’s generic form, unlike the formulation in the

previous section, which allows for only the special case of n = 1.

The formulation presented in this section, as well as the ones given in Sec.3

and Sec.4 works for a top-down approach, i.e. a functional form of f(R) must be

specified a-priori. Once an f(R) is given, it’s solution dynamics can be understood

by carrying out a dynamical analysis by one of the above formulations. In a bottom-

up approach the the functional form of f(R) is not known a-priori, but the resulting

cosmology is required to satisfy some condition. The approach presented in the next

section has grown out of an attempt to utilize the dynamical system technique in

the bottom-up approach.

6. The form-independent dynamical system approach

In the bottom-up approach of doing cosmology one first specifies a cosmology (a(t))

and, given a matter content, tries to find out what functional form of f(R) gravity

can produces the specified dynamics. This can be achieved via various reconstruc-

tion methods [21,22,23,24,25,26,27]. Then one can carry out a dynamical systems

analysis of the reconstructed f(R) model. The problem is that more often than

not the f(R) cannot be reconstructed as a compact functional form but only as a

series or in terms of special functions. It would be great if we could somehow avoid

the entire reconstruction exercise but still get a glimpse of the generic dynamical

features of whatever the underlying f(R) theory is. This is what is meant by the

term form-independence, i.e, one need not specify a functional form of f(R) a-priori.
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The essential idea is to somehow project the cosmographic requirement used to re-

construct the f(R) gravity as an algebraic constraint over a suitably defined phase

space. Below we outline two such approaches and illustrate them with the example

of all possible f(R) dynamics that can exactly mimic the ΛCDM expansion history.

6.1. Approach I

One such approach, built up on the dynamical system formulation presented in

Sec.4, was recently introduced by Chakraborty et al [15]. The formulation employs

the same dynamical variables as in Eq.(20). Additionally it also makes use of three

cosmographic parameters, namely the deceleration, jerk and snap parameters [28]:

q ≡ − 1

aH2

d2a

dt2
, j ≡ 1

aH3

d3a

dt2
, s ≡ 1

aH4

d4a

dt2
, (47)

which are related to each other by

j = 2q2 + q − dq

dτ
, (48)

s =
dj

dτ
− j(2 + 3q) . (49)

The main idea of the formulation is that, since the cosmographic parameters are

also dimensionless, they can also be used as dynamical variables. Let us consider an

extended phase space spanned by the earlier dynamical variables plus the cosmo-

graphic parameters. The Friedmann equation and the definition of the Ricci scalar

provides two constraints that can be used to reduce the phase space dimensionality

by two.. We note that in the usual formulation the term Γ, which explicitly car-

ries information about the function f(R), appears in the dynamical equations of

y and z. Therefore we choose to eliminate y and z using the two constraints. The

definition of Ricci scalar and the Friedmann equation can be expressed as

y = 1− q +K, (50)

z = −x+ Ω− q. (51)

The resulting dynamical system for a barotropic perfect fluid of equation of state

w is

dx

dτ
= −x(x− q) + 2(x+K + q)− 3Ω(1 + w) + 2 , (52)

dΩ

dτ
= −Ω(x− 2q + 1 + 3w) , (53)

dK

dτ
= 2qK , (54)

dq

dτ
= 2q2 + q − j , (55)

dj

dτ
= j(2 + 3q) + s . (56)
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Since f(R) gravity is a fourth order theory of gravity, i.e,. the field equations contain

terms including up to fourth derivative of the metric, cosmographic parameters of

order higher than s cannot appear in the field equations. The above dynamical

system has a much simpler form as compared to the dynamical system of Sec.4 and

also does not require to explicitly specify the functional form of the underlying f(R)

gravity to make the system autonomous. The price to pay is that one has to now

specify a relation between the cosmographic parameters q, j, s, which is essentially

the same as specifying a cosmology a(t) in the reconstruction methods.

As mentioned in the introduction, physical viability of any f(R) gravity requires

F > 0 throughout the physically relevant region of the phase space and F ′ ≥ 0 (F ′ =

0 corresponding to the special case f(R) = R+ Λ) at least in the neighbourhood of

the fixed point corresponding to the matter dominated epoch. It can be noted that

xyΓ = −2(1 + y) + 6(x+ z + Ω) + j + 3q − 2 ; . (57)

Eliminating y and z on the right hand side by using the constraints (50) and (51)

and using the definition of Γ one can write

1

yΓ
=

6F ′H2

F
=

x

12Ω− 2K − q + j − 6
. (58)

Assuming the condition F > 0 is met, demanding F ′ ≥ 0 puts the following con-

straint on the phase phase:

x

12Ω− 2K − q + j − 6
≥ 0 . (59)

The submanifold x = 0 corresponds to the GR limit (F ′ = 0).

As an example let us consider the possibility of reconstructing f(R) so as to re-

produce exactly the same background evolution as produced by the observationally

successful ΛCDM model. This reconstruction exercise is in principle possible, but

the reconstructed f(R) can be written only in terms of Hypergeometric functions

[22,23]. ΛCDM cosmology can be specified by the simple cosmographic requirement

[28,29]

j = K + 1 . (60)

This represents a 4-dimensional submanifold in the 5-dimensional phase space given

by Eqs.(52,53,54,55,56). The dynamical system for all possible f(R) theories that

can exactly mimic the ΛCDM cosmology can be written as

dx

dτ
= −x(x− q) + 2(x+K + q)− 3Ω + 2 , (61)

dΩ

dτ
= −Ω(x− 2q + 1) , (62)

dK

dτ
= 2qK, (63)

dq

dτ
= 2q2 + q −K − 1 . (64)
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Fixed points of the above system, along with their nature of linear stability, are

listed in table 2. The phase trajectories for all such spatially flat cosmologies lie on

Fixed Coordinates Stability Cosmological solution

Point (x∗,Ω∗,K∗, q∗) Nature

P1 (0, 0, 0,−1) Saddle Scalaron dominated De-Sitter (H =const.)

P2 (1, 0, 0,−1) Attractor Scalaron dominated De-Sitter (H =const.)

P3 (0, 1, 0, 1
2 ) Saddle Matter dominated power law (a ∼ t2/3)

P4 ( 5−
√

73
4 , 0, 0, 1

2 ) Repeller scalaron dominated power law (a ∼ t2/3)

P5 ( 5+
√

73
4 , 0, 0, 1

2 ) Saddle Scalaron dominated power law (a t2/3)

P6 (0, 0,−1, 0) Saddle Milne solution (a ∼ t)
P7 (2, 0,−1, 0) Saddle Milne solution (a ∼ t)

Table 2. Fixed points in the phase space of f(R) cosmologies that are same as ΛCDM.

the invariant submanifold K = 0, where the phase space can be reduced as

dx

dτ
= −x(x− q) + 2(x+ q)− 3Ω + 2 , (65)

dΩ

dτ
= −Ω(x− 2q + 1) , (66)

dq

dτ
= 2q2 + q − 1 . (67)

We notice that for the spatially flat case the q-equation decouples which leads to

two new invariant submanifolds: a submanifold q = −1 consisting of accelerated

cosmological solutions and a submanifold q = 1
2 consisting of decelerated cosmo-

logical solutions. The fixed points P1 and P2 reside on the q = −1 submanifold

and the fixed points P3, P4 and P5 sit on the q = 1
2 submanifold. Linear stability

analysis reveals that the deceleration submanifold q = 1
2 is a repelling one while the

acceleration submanifold q = −1 is an attracting one, which is consistent with the

fact that the universe has transitioned from a decelerating epoch to an accelerating

epoch. Since the deceleration parameter q is monotonically decreasting with time

between q = 1
2 and q = −1, it is possible to represent the solutions as paramet-

ric curves {x(q),Ω(q)} on the 2-dimensional x-Ω plane (these are not the phase

trajectories, as the two equations (65) and (66) by themselves do not represent an

autonomous system). The plot is shown in Fig.4.

It should be noted that the scalaron dominated de-Sitter future attractor P2

does not satisfy the condition (59). This allows us to conclude that even if there

exist possible f(R) models which are able to give rise to a cosmological dynamics

that is indistinguishable from the ΛCDM model at the background level, the f(R)-

dynamics will inevitably lead to an epoch where the condition F ′ > 0 is not met.

However, as long as F ′ > 0 for enough time around the matter dominated fixed

point P3, there should not be any theoretical pathology in the model.
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6.2. Approach II

A different approach can be built up with the dynamical system formulation pre-

sented in Sec.5. We utilise the same dynamical variables as defined in Eq.(34). Un-

like in the previous subsection, in this approach we do not need to extend the phase

space by incorporating cosmographic parameters by hand, as the cosmographic pa-

rameters are, in some way, already incorporated in the definitions of the dynamical

variables (see Eqs.(35,36)). As mentioned in Eq.(60), the ΛCDM expansion history

is specified by the cosmographic condition

j = K + 1 . (68)

This represents a 3-dimensional submanifold in the 4-dimensional phase space given

by Eqs.(40,41,42,43). To find the equation of this surface we first invert the relations

in Eqs.(35,36) to find

q = −1− 2

3
Q, j = 1 + 2Q+

4

9
Q2 + 4J . (69)

The cosmographic condition (60) can now be written as

J =
1

4

(
K − 2Q− 4

9
Q2

)
. (70)

Using this cosmographic constraint along with the Ricci constraint (37), the Fried-

mann constraint (38) can be expressed as

4

Y
(X +K − y − Ω + 1) + y − 2K − 2 = 0. (71)

which is the equation for the 3-dimensional submanifold containing phase trajecto-

ries that correspond to ΛCDM-mimicking f(R) cosmologies, i.e., cosmologies that

are indistinguishable from the ΛCDM model at the background level. Using Eq.(71)

to eliminate Ω, we can find the dynamical system governing the phase dynamics on

this submanifold.

dy

dτ
= −(2y − 1)(y −K − 2)−K , (72)

dK

dτ
= −2K(y −K − 1) , (73)

dA

dτ
= 2A(y −K − 2) . (74)

Fixed points of the above system, along with their nature of linear stability, are

listed in table 3.

Spatially flat cosmologies reside on the invariant submanifold K = 0, on which

the dynamical system can be further reduced as

dy

dτ
= −(2y − 1)(y − 2), (75)

dA

dτ
= 2A(y − 2). (76)
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Fixed Coordinates Stability Cosmological solution

Point (y∗,K∗, A∗) Nature

P
(

1
2 , 0, 0

)
Saddle Minkowski (H = 0)

L (2, 0, A) Attractor De-Sitter (H =const.)

Q (0,−1, 0) Saddle Milne solution (a ∼ t)

Table 3. Fixed points in the phase space of f(R) cosmologies that are same as ΛCDM. L is actually
a line of fixed points.

The corresponding phase portrait is shown in Fig.5. We notice that for the spatially

flat case the y-equation decouples which leads to two new invariant submanifolds: a

submanifold y = 2 consisting of de-Sitter cosmological solutions and a submanifold

y = 1
2 consisting of power law cosmological solutions a ∼ t2/3. Linear stability

analysis reveals that the deceleration submanifold y = 1
2 is a repelling one while

the acceleration submanifold y = 2 is an attracting one. In fact, as is also clear

from Fig.5 the submanifold y = 2 is actually line of De-Sitter fixed points L.

6.3. Comparison between the two approaches

Fig. 4. Some typical spatially flat f(R)

cosmologies mimicking the ΛCDM evo-

lution history are found by approach
I are shown as parametric curves

{x(q),Ω(q)} on the x-Ω plane. The de-
celeration parameter q is monotonically

decreasing with time between the in-

variant submanifolds q = 1
2

and q =
−1, as is clear from Eq.(67. Solution

dynamics is represented by the arrows
on the curves. The point PΛCDM corre-
sponds the present day epoch in ΛCDM
model.

Fig. 5. Phase portrait of spatially flat

ΛCDM mimicking f(R) cosmologies
found by approach II. The saddle fixed

point P corresponds to a Minkowski so-

lution and the line L represent a line of
De-Sitter attractors. The figure clearly

shows transitions from decelerated cos-

mology (y = 1
2

) to accelerated cosmol-
ogy (y = 2).



18 Contents

An apparent advantage of approach II over the approach I is that it reduces

the phase space dimensionality by one. We note that the dynamical system given

by Eqs.(61,62,63,64) and the dynamical system given by Eqs.(72,73,74) both cor-

respond to ΛCDM mimicking f(R) cosmologies. However, in the former case the

phase space is 4-dimensional, whereas in the later it is 3-dimensional. In partic-

ular for the spatially flat ΛCDM mimicking f(R) cosmologies, the phase space is

3-dimensional in approach I, whereas in approach II it is 2-dimensional, allowing us

to plot a phase portrait (Fig.5). However, this advantage is only apparent because

approach II is actually not form-independent. If we want to know the complete

fixed point structure, we need to calculate the (Ω, Q, J) coordinates of the fixed

points using the constraint equations (71), (38), (37). Although the autonomous

dynamical system given by Eqs.(72,72,72) is free of any explicit reference to the

functional form of f(R), both the constraints (71) and (38) carry explicit depen-

dence on the functional form of f(R) entering through the quantities X and Y. The

complete coordinate of a fixed point cannot be calculated without first knowing the

functional form of f(R).

Secondly, we note that in approach II, the phase space coordinates (y,K,A)

are all completely kinematic in nature. This is in contrast to approach I where the

coordinate x explicitly characterize the deviation from GR (x → 0 in GR limit).

Therefore Fig.5 does not exactly help us understand the difference between the

original ΛCDM cosmology and the ΛCDM mimicking f(R) cosmologies. For exam-

ple, the approach of the previous subsection reveals that there are three distinct

fixed points with different values of the x-coordinate on the deceleration submani-

fold and two distinct fixed points with different values of the x-coordinates on the

acceleration submanifold. Information about this degeneracy is completely absent

in approach II.

Apart from allowing us for a form-independent dynamical analysis, another

important merit possessed by both these approaches is that they are regular at

the GR limit (F ′ → 0), whereas the actual formulations in Sec.4 and Sec.6 were

singular at the GR limit.

7. Compact Dynamical Systems Formulation

An alternative dynamical systems formulation for f(R) gravity was introduced by

[12] to address the issues present in the standard expansion-normalized formula-

tion. Since the dynamical variables in Sec. 5 are defined such that H 6= 0, finite

cosmological evolutions involving static states, cosmological bounces or recollapses

are not possible in this formulation. In order to pull any solutions at infinity into

a finite phase space, a new positive normalisation is defined to confine all global

dynamics to a simply-visualised region.

In the compact dynamical systems formulation, the Friedmann equation (3) is
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rewritten as (
3H +

3

2

Ḟ

F

)2

+
3

2

(
f

F
+

6k

a2

)
=

3ρm
F

+
3

2
R+

(
3

2

Ḟ

F

)2

, (77)

allowing for the introduction of the normalisation variable D defined as

D2 =

(
3H +

3

2

Ḟ

F

)2

+
3

2

(
f

F
+

6k

a2

)
. (78)

From this we can define a set of new dynamical variables

x̄ =
3

2

Ḟ

F

1

D
, ȳ =

3

2

R

D2
, z̄ =

3

2

f

F

1

D2
,

Ω̄ =
3ρm
F

1

D2
, Q̄ =

3H

D
, K̄ =

9k

a2

1

D2
.

(79)

We now get two independent constraint equations, the first coming from the

reformulated Friedmann equation,

1 = Ω̄ + ȳ + x̄2, (80)

and the second from the definition of D

1 = (Q̄+ x̄)2 + z̄ + K̄. (81)

If we restrict ourselves to the case of nonnegative spacetime curvature (R ≥ 0) and

nonnegative global curvature for the spatial section (k ≥ 0), then, along with the

physical viability condition F > 0, the constraint equations above define a compact

phase space bound by

−1 ≤ x̄ ≤ 1, 0 ≤Ω̄ ≤ 1, −2 ≤ Q̄ ≤ 2

0 ≤ ȳ ≤ 1, 0 ≤z̄ ≤ 1, 0 ≤ K̄ ≤ 1.
(82)

We also introduce a normalized time variable τ̄ such that

d

dτ̄
≡ 1

D

d

dt
(83)

Compact and non-compact dynamical variables and time variables are related as

follows

x = 2
x̄

Q̄
, y =

ȳ

Q̄2
, z =

z̄

Q̄2
,

K =
K̄

Q̄2
, Ω =

Ω̄

Q̄2
,

d

dτ
=

1

|H|
d

dt
=

ε

Q

d

dτ̄
.

(84)

where ε ≡ H
|H| . Notice that in the last line we have written dτ = |H|dt rather than

dτ = Hdt as we did earlier for the non-compact analysis. This is because for the

non-compact phase space formulation the definition of the phase space time variable

is different for expanding and contracting universe and earlier we have explicitly
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considered expanding universe scenario for which ε = 1. The definition of τ is not

continuous through a bounce or a recollapse, which re-emphasizes the shortcoming

of the non-compact formulation.

As in Sec. 4, we can choose to eliminate two of the variables using the constraint

equations and express the dynamical system as

dȳ

dτ̄
= −1

3
ȳ
(

(Q̄+ x̄)
(

2ȳ − (1 + 3w)(1− x̄2 − ȳ) + 4x̄Q̄
)
− 2Q̄− 4x̄+ 2x̄Γ(ȳ − 1) + 4x̄K̄

)
,(85)

dx̄

dτ̄
=

1

6

(
− 2x̄2ȳΓ + (1− 3w)(1− x̄2 − ȳ) + 2ȳ + 4

(
x̄2 − 1

) (
1− Q̄2 − x̄Q̄

)
+ x̄(Q̄+ x̄)(

(1 + 3w)(1− x̄2 − ȳ)− 2ȳ
)

+ 4K̄(1− x̄2)
)
, (86)

dQ̄

dτ̄
=

1

6

(
− 4x̄Q̄3 + x̄Q̄(5 + 3w)(1− x̄Q̄)− Q̄2(1− 3w)− Q̄x̄3(1 + 3w)− 3ȳQ̄(1 + w)(Q̄+ x̄)

+2ȳ(1− ΓQ̄x̄)− 2K̄(1 + 2x̄Q̄)
)
, (87)

dK̄

dτ̄
= −1

3
K̄
(

(Q̄+ x̄)
(
− (1 + 3w)(1− x̄2 − ȳ) + 4x̄Q̄+ 2ȳ

)
+ 4x̄(K̄ − 1) + 2x̄ȳΓ

)
, (88)

where we again make use of the auxiliary quantity Γ (29). We again require that

Γ be expressed in terms of the dynamical variables in order to close the system.

This formulation benefits from the same points mentioned in Sec. 4, including the

dimensionless variables, fixed points leading to complex cosmological solutions and

simple constraint equations allowing for the reduction in dimension of the phase

space. Much like in the non-compact dynamical system, this formulation can also be

extended to include the cosmographic deceleration and jerk parameters, effectively

eliminating the dependence on the functional form of f(R). However, this leads to

a set of fairly complex propagation equations. In addition to these benefits, in the

compact formalism the dynamical variables are well-defined when H = 0, allowing

for the existence of well-defined, finite trajectories and fixed points corresponding

to static, expanding, collapsing and bouncing solutions. The main purpose of this

formulation is the visualisation of the entire global phase space. Since all trajectories

are confined to the compact region defined by (79), the entire global dynamics can be

visualised and analysed easily without resorting to analysis of points or trajectories

at infinity.

We look again to vacuum cosmology in Rn theories to compare the different

dynamical systems formulations. The same constraint (28) applies to the compact

system and using the additional constraints (80) and (81), the phase space can be

reduced to the 2-dimensional Q̄-x̄ plane, again without fixing the global spatial

curvature. For R2 gravity with a dust fluid (w = 0) , the dynamical system reduces

to

dx̄

dτ̄
= x̄(Q̄+ x̄)(x̄2 − 1), (89)

dQ̄

dτ̄u
=

1

6

(
1− x̄2 + Q̄2(6x̄2 − 2) + 2Q̄x̄(1 + 3x̄2)

)
. (90)
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Fixed Point (x̄, Q̄, ȳ, K̄, z̄) Stability Cosmology

P1+ (1, 0, 0, 0, 0) Unstable H = const

P1− (−1, 0, 0, 0, 0) Stable H = const

P2+ (−1, 2, 0, 0, 0) Unstable a ∼ t1/2
P2− (1,−2, 0, 0, 0) Stable a ∼ t1/2
P3+ (0, 1√

2
, 1, 0, 1

2 ) Stable H = const

P3− (0,− 1√
2
, 1, 0, 1

2 ) Unstable H = const

P4+ (− 1√
5
, 1√

5
, 4

5 ,
3
5 ,

2
5 ) Saddle a ∼ t

P4− ( 1√
5
,− 1√

5
, 4

5 ,
3
5 ,

2
5 ) Saddle a ∼ t

Table 4. Fixed points in the compact phase space of vacuum cosmology in R2 gravity.

There are four pairs of fixed points, given in table 4. Each point has an expanding

and collapsing solution, represented by the subscripts + and − respectively, save

for P1 which represents a static cosmology. The compact phase space is shown

in Fig. 6. Unlike in the non-compact formulation, here trajectories representing a

number of different cosmological evolutions and can be easily seen. It is clear that

cosmological bounces exist for this f(R) model: consider trajectories starting near

the static repellor P1+, crossing Q̄ = 0 and evolving to the attractor P3+. Similarly,

trajectories evolving to static solutions (P1− for example) are also possible. This

is a novel result for non-spatially flat Rn gravity as previous studies necessarily

employ k = 0 to reduce the phase space dimensionality.

This formulation suffers from the same limitation as the non-compact formalism,

that being the necessary invertibility of relation (27). In addition, the constraint

equations exclude portions of the phase space within the compact region. For ex-

ample, in the vacuum R2 case, the Friedmann and compactification constraints and

the additional constraint (28) together give

K̄ = 1− (1− x̄2)

2
− (Q̄+ x̄)2. (91)

Enforcing 0 ≤ K̄ ≤ 1 gives restrictions on the viable region of the 2-dimensional

Q̄-x̄ plane such that

− x̄−
√

1 + x̄2

2
≤ Q̄ ≤ −x̄+

√
1 + x̄2

2
. (92)

In the 2-dimensional phase portraits it is necessary to plot this region to identify

viable trajectories. For this example, the viable region simplifies considerably, how-

ever in more complex, non-vacuum cases where the dimensionality of the system

cannot be reduced significantly, one may require multiple projections of the phase

space - with the additional restrictions - to adequately visualise the global dynam-

ics. This region is shown in Fig. 7 where it is now clear that only trajectories in the

shaded region are a viable representation of the full 3-dimensional phase space.
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Fig. 6. Phase portrait of vacuum solutions of R2 gravity.

8. Behaviour of cosmological perturbations

The evolution of cosmological perturbations is dependent on how the background

evolves. This is clear from the fact that the coefficients appearing in the evolu-

tion equation for linear perturbations consist of background quantities. In fact,

the perturbation equations can be written such that the coefficients are expressed

completely in terms of the dynamical variables (and possibly the cosmographic

parameters). This helps us to find the evolution of a perturbation quantity along

different phase trajectories. At the fixed points the perturbation equations sim-

plify to second order differential equations with constant coefficients, which give

as solutions two clearly defined perturbation modes. Therefore, a knowledge of the

background dynamics as obtained from a phase space analysis can in fact help

us conclude something regarding the cosmological perturbations as long as linear

cosmological perturbations are considered. Incorporating the study of cosmological

perturbations in the phase space picture has merits in several aspects. We discuss

three such aspects below.

8.1. Spectral index for scalar perturbations around a fixed point

One of the merits is that it allows to connect the qualitative mathematical tool

of dynamical system analysis with actual cosmological observables. Let us consider
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Fig. 7. 2-dimensional phase portrait of vacuum solutions of R2 gravity, showing the region where

viable trajectories in the full 3-dimensional phase space occur.

purely scalaron dominated fixed points and introduce the parameters

ε1 = − Ḣ

H2
, ε2 =

Ḟ

2HF
, ε3 =

F̈

HḞ
. (93)

These are the so-called slow-roll parameters defined in the context of the inflationary

paradigm for early universe, with slow-roll dynamics being specified as |εi| � 1.

The three parameters are not actually independent, as the Raychaudhuri equation

(4) can be expressed as

ε1 = −ε2(1− ε3) (94)

for the spatially flat case. One of the important characteristics related to the cos-

mological perturbations is the power spectrum, which characterizes how the total

amplitude of perturbations is distributed over various it’s Fourier modes. This is

characterized by a quantity called the spectral index. For a scalaron dominated

phase in a spatially flat cosmology, assuming the εi’s are constant, the scalar spec-

tral index ns (i.e. the spectral index for scalar cosmological perturbations) can be

calculated in terms of the slow-roll parameters [27,30]

ns − 1 = 3− 2

√
1

4
+

(1 + ε1 − ε2 + ε3)(2− ε2 + ε3)

(1− ε1)2
. (95)
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ns = 1 implies a scale-invariant power spectrum, i.e. when the total amplitude of

perturbations are evenly distributed over all it’s Fourier modes. Slow-roll parame-

ters ε1 and ε2 can be directly related to the dynamical variables

ε1 = 1 + q = 2− y +K, ε2 =
1

2
x, (96)

q being the deceleration parameter. This helps us calculate the scalar spectral index

for cosmological perturbations at the scalaron dominated fixed points. Since by

definition fixed points correspond to solutions for which dynamical variables are

constant in time, the slow roll parameters are constant as well. This allows us to

derive the following recursion relations that are true for any fixed point

Ḣ = −ε1H2, Ḧ = 2ε21H
3,

...
H = −6ε31H

4, ............ H(n) = (−1)nn!εn1H
n+1, (97)

Ṙ = −2ε1HR, R̈ = 6ε21H
2R,

...
R = −24ε31H

3R, ............ R(n) = (−1)n(n+ 1)!εn1H
nR,

(98)

F ′ = −ε2
ε1

F

R
, ............ F (n) = (−1)n

ε2
ε1

(
1 +

ε2
ε1

)(
2 +

ε2
ε1

)
......

(
(n− 1) +

ε2
ε1

)
F

Rn
.

(99)

Recursion relations (97) and (98) are used to derive recursion relation (99).

The values of the slow-roll parameters and the scalar spectral index are listed

in table 5 for the fixed points of spatially flat vacuum cosmologies in R2 gravity

(see table 1) and in table 6 for the vacuum fixed points of spatially flat ΛCDM

mimicking f(R) cosmologies (see table 3). Notice that ε3 is indeterminable from

Fixed point (ε1, ε2) ns
P1 (0, 0) 4−

√
1 + 4(1 + ε3)(2 + ε3)

P3

(
2,− 1

2

)
4

Table 5. Slow-roll parameters and the scalar spectral index at the spatially flat vacuum fixed
points of R2 gravity.

Fixed point (ε1, ε2) ns
P1 (0, 0) 4−

√
1 + 4(1 + ε3)(2 + ε3)

P2

(
0, 1

2

)
0

P4

(
3
2 ,

5−
√

73
8

)
2.772

P5

(
3
2 ,

5+
√

73
8

)
−5.772

Table 6. Slow-roll parameters and the scalar spectral index at the spatially flat vacuum fixed
points of ΛCDM mimicking f(R) cosmologies.

Eq.(94) at De-Sitter fixed points (ε1, ε2) = (0, 0); therefore we decide to keep the
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ε3 to be generic in the expression for ns at such points. If the power spectrum for

scalar perturbations around the De-Sitter fixed point is to be scale-invariant, one

needs

ε3 = 0⇔ ε1 = −ε2, (100)

which, by virtue of the recursion relation (99), translates into the requirement

RF ′ = F. (101)

It is interesting to note that the above requirement is identically satisfied for all R

in case of R2 gravity and never satisfied by any Rn gravity for n 6= 2. We recover

the important result that the R2 gravity is a special case which automatically

gives rise to a scale-invariant power spectrum for scalar-perturbations around a

De-Sitter phase [2]. If any generic f(R) gravity has a De-Sitter fixed point, then

scale-invariance of the power spectrum for scalar perturbations around the point

demands that the f(R) theory must be asymptotically R2 at that point.

8.2. Evolution of matter density contrast near the matter

dominated fixed point

As another example of how incorporating the study of cosmological perturbations

in the phase space picture can be useful, let us consider perturbations in the fluid

around the vicinity of the matter dominated fixed point. The evolution equation

for the matter density contrast δ ≡ δρ
ρ is [2]

d2δ

dτ2
+ (1− q)dδ

dτ
− Ω

(
2x+ 3(12Ω− q − 5)

(
aH
k

)2
x+ 2(12Ω− q − 5)

(
aH
k

)2
)
δ = 0. (102)

The subhorizon modes (k � aH) evolve through two regimes; a GR regime (0 <

|x| � (aH/k)2) and an f(R) regime (0 < (aH/k)2 � |x|), with the transition

occuring at |x| ' (aH/k)2. For an observationally significant k− mode, the faster

is the transition from GR regime to f(R) regime, the more is the observational

deviation of the f(R) model from the actual ΛCDM model at the perturbation

level. Let us now get back to the 3-dimensional phase space of ΛCDM mimicking

spatially flat f(R) cosmologies and consider it’s projection on the Ω = 1 plane

(Fig.8). No portion of the red trajectory and only a very little portion of the yellow

trajectory remain in the shaded region, which represents the projection of the phase

space region in which the condition F ′ > 0 is met (see Eq.(59)). Both the brown

and green trajectories have significant portion within the shaded region. The green

trajectory has a bigger portion within the shaded region, but also deviates from

x = 0 (GR limit) faster, as compared to the brown trajectory. For an observationally

relevant perturbation k-mode, the transition from GR regime to f(R) regime is

faster in the green trajectory than the brown one. Therefore, whereas the f(R)

cosmology represented by the green trajectory seems to be a better choice when

removing the tachyonic instability is in mind, it also gives rise to more observational

deviation from the actual ΛCDM model at the perturbation level.
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Fig. 8. Projection onto the plane Ω = 1 of the phase space of spatially flat ΛCDM mimicking

f(R) cosmologies. Shaded region is where the condition F ′ > 0 is met, as given by Eq.(59).

8.3. Covariant approach to cosmological perturbation using the

1+3 decomposition

The usual approach to cosmological perturbations relies on the so-called “slicing

and threading” [31], which ruins the covariance of the picture. This raises the is-

sue of gauge-dependence of cosmological perturbations, which is tackled either by

choosing a particular gauge or by cleverly defining gauge-invariant perturbation

variables [32]. An alternative covariant approach to cosmological perturbations was

first suggested by Hawking [33] and later developed by others [34,35,36,37]. This

approach is based on the so-called 1+3 covariant decomposition approach, in which

one writes down a generic form of the field equations in terms of a set of covari-

ant quantities defined locally with respect to an arbitrary timelike observer [38].

Homogeneous and isotropic FLRW background corresponds to the vanishing of

some of these covariant quantities, which, when assumed to be up to first order

of smallness, correspond to linear perturbations. Because all the quantities are by

definition covariant, including the perturbation quantities, they are also manifestly
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gauge-invariant. This approach has been successfully implemented to f(R) cosmol-

ogy [39,40,41,42]. There are five scalar perturbation variables

∆m ≡
a2

ρm
∇̃2ρm, Z ≡ 3a2∇̃2H, C ≡ a4∇̃2R̃, R ≡ a2∇̃2R, < ≡ a2∇̃Ṙ.

(103)

where ∇̃ is the total orthogonal projection of the covariant derivative on the hy-

persurface orthogonal to the worldline of the timelike observer. They are related by

the constraint

C

a2
+

(
4H + 2

ḟ ′

f ′

)
Z−2

ρm
f ′

∆m+

[
6H

ḟ ′′

f ′
− f ′′

f ′2
(f − 2ρm + 6Hḟ ′) + 2

f ′′

f ′
l2

a2

]
R+6H

f ′′

f ′
< = 0.

(104)

Existence of the constraint allows us to eliminate one of the perturbation variables.

If we choose to eliminate C, the dynamical equations corresponding to the other

quantities are [40]

∆̇m = 3wH∆m − (1 + w)Z, (105)

Ż =

(
ḟ ′

f ′
− 2H

)
Z +

[
(w − 1)(3w + 2)

2(w + 1)

ρm
f ′

+
18wH2 + 3w(ρR + 3pR)

6(w + 1)

]
∆m + 3

Hf ′′

f ′
<

+

[
1

2
− f ′′

f ′
l2

a2
− 1

2

ff ′′

f ′2
− f ′′ρm

f ′2
+ 3ṘH

(
f ′′

f ′

)2

+ 3ṘH
f ′′′

f ′

]
R, (106)

Ṙ = <− w

w + 1
Ṙ∆m, (107)

<̇ = −

(
3H + 2

ḟ ′′

f ′′

)
<− ṘZ −

[
(3w − 1)

3

ρm
f ′′

+
w

3(w + 1)
R̈

]
∆m

+

[
k2

a2
−

(
1

3

f ′

f ′′
+
Ṙ ˙f ′′′

f ′
+ 3H

ḟ ′′

f ′′
+ R̈

f ′′′

f ′′
− R

3

)]
R. (108)

Instead of the four first order coupled differential equations above, the system can

be represented in a neat way as two second order coupled differential equations. It

is possible to write the perturbation equations with coefficients expressed in terms

of the dynamical variables by redefining the curvature perturbation variable as

R = a2∇̃2R→ R = a2∇̃2 ln[f ′(R)]. (109)

Note that at the GR limit f ′(R) → 1, R → 0, so that this redefined curvature

perturbation variable encapsulates the deviation of the underlying theory from GR.

In terms of this redefined curvature perturbation variable and following Ref.[40] we

can write

d2∆m

dτ2
+Ad∆m

dτ
+ B∆m + CR+DdR

dτ
= 0, (110)

d2R
dτ2

+ E dR
dτ

+ FR+ G∆m +Hd∆m

dτ
= 0, (111)
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where ε ≡ H
|H| and the coefficients are as follows

A = ε(1− 3w + z − Ω), (112)

B = −3(2wz − 3wK + (1− w)Ω), (113)

C = −3(1 + w)(z − Γy − 3K − Ω), (114)

D = 3ε(1 + w), (115)

E = −ε(3x− 3y + 2z − 2Ω + 1), (116)

F = 4z − 2Γy −K − (1− 3w)Ω, (117)

G =
4w(y − 2z)− (1− 4w + 3w2)Ω

1 + w
, (118)

H = ε

(
1− w
1 + w

)
(1 + x− y + z − Ω). (119)

Using Eq.(84) we can also write the perturbation equations with coefficients

expressed in terms of the compact dynamical variables as follows

d2∆m

dτ2
+ Ād∆m

dτ
+ B̄∆m + C̄R+ D̄dR

dτ
= 0, (120)

d2R
dτ2

+ Ē dR
dτ

+ F̄R+ Ḡ∆m + H̄d∆m

dτ
= 0, (121)

where

Ā = ε[(1− 3w)Q̄2 + z̄ − Ω̄], (122)

B̄ = −3(2wz̄ − 3wK̄ + (1− w)Ω̄), (123)

C̄ = −3(1 + w)(z̄ − Γȳ − 3K̄ − Ω̄), (124)

D̄ = 3ε(1 + w)Q̄2, (125)

Ē = −ε(6x̄Q̄− 3ȳ + 2z̄ − 2Ω̄ + 1), (126)

F̄ = 4z̄ − 2Γȳ − 9K̄ − (1− 3w)Ω̄, (127)

Ḡ =
4w(ȳ − 2z̄)− (1− 4w + 3w2)Ω̄

1 + w
, (128)

H̄ = ε

(
1− w
1 + w

)
(Q̄2 + 2x̄Q̄− ȳ + z̄ − Ω̄). (129)

We further note that

d

dτ
=

ε

Q̄

d

dτ̄
,

d2

dτ2
=

ε

Q̄

d2

dτ̄2
− ε

Q̄2

dQ̄

dτ̄

d

dτ̄
, (130)

so that we can write the perturbation equations as differential equations with re-
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spect to τ̄

d2∆m

dτ̄2
+

(
Ā − d ln Q̄

dτ̄

)
d∆m

dτ̄
+
Q̄

ε
B̄∆m

+
Q̄

ε
C̄R+ D̄dR

dτ̄
= 0, (131)

d2R
dτ̄2

+

(
Ē − d ln Q̄

dτ̄

)
dR
dτ̄

+
Q̄

ε
F̄R

+
Q̄

ε
Ḡ∆m + H̄d∆m

dτ̄
= 0. (132)

perturbation equations (110,111) or (131,132) enables us to analyze the behavior

of cosmological perturbations corresponding to a background evolution. A particu-

lar background evolution, i.e. a particular phase trajectory is parametrically given

by (x(τ), y(τ), z(τ),Ω(τ),K(τ)) or (Q̄(τ̄), x̄(τ̄), ȳ(τ̄), z̄(τ̄), Ω̄(τ̄), K̄(τ̄)), which spec-

ifies the coefficients of the perturbation equations (110,111) or (131,132). These

equations can be solved numerically to determine the behaviour of the two scalar

perturbation modes ∆m and R. For fixed points corresponding to a non-static

cosmology (Q̄ 6= 0), Eqs.(131,132) simplifies to

d2∆m

dτ̄2
+ Ād∆m

dτ̄
+
Q̄

ε
B̄∆m +

Q̄

ε
C̄R+ D̄dR

dτ̄
= 0, (133)

d2R
dτ̄2

+ Ē dR
dτ̄

+
Q̄

ε
F̄R+

Q̄

ε
Ḡ∆m + H̄d∆m

dτ̄
= 0.

(134)

9. Discussion

There is no unique way to formulate dynamical system for f(R) gravity theories (or

any theory whatsoever). The only requirement is that we should be able to obtain

an autonomous system. Over the past ten years there has been a considerable

amount of work done on exploring the cosmological dynamics of f(R) gravity. It

is worth mentioning that this review has mostly focused on using variables that

lead to a non-compact phase space. As shown in Sec. 7, one can define variables

which are positive definite throughout phase space, compactifying the phase space

and allowing for a detailed analysis of the asymptotics and other features such

as the existence (and stability) of Einstein Static points [43] and possible cyclic

behaviour [12]. Finally, all the methods discussed here can be easily extended to

Bianchi models [44,45]. In the case of Bianchi I cosmologies, it was shown that the

existence of an additional scalar degree of freedom leads to the possibility of both

past and future isotropic states [46]. In conclusion, the dynamics of f(R) gravity

is an extremely rich area of study and there remains still much interesting work to

be done.
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