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We show the detectability of interacting and non-interacting cubic Galileon models from the

ΛCDM model through the 21 cm power spectrum. We show that the interferometric observations

like the upcoming SKA1-mid can detect both the interacting and the non-interacting cubic Galileon

model from the ΛCDM model depending on the parameter values.

PACS numbers:

I. INTRODUCTION

Recent cosmological observations [1–3] unveiled that our present Universe is going through an accelerated

expanding phase. But to date, we do not have any proper theoretical explanation for this accelerated expansion.

The simple possible explanation could be an exotic matter having negative pressure known as dark energy [5–7, 17].

The cosmological constant (Λ) is the simplest candidate for dark energy. It is also the most favored cosmological

model observationally. However, it is plagued with the fine-tuning problem [8] and cosmic coincidence problem [9].

Apart from these well-known problems the concordance ΛCDM model is also in conflict with the string swampland

conjectures [10–12] and the recent local measurement of the present value of the Hubble constant H0 [13–15]. While

the swampland conjecture rules out any stable de Sitter solution in string theory, the local measurement of H0 points

towards a discrepancy of 5σ between H0 constraint from the Planck observation of cosmic microwave background

(CMB) with ΛCDM as the underlying model [16] and the recent model independent local measurement of H0 by

Riess et al [13].

To Look for alternative theories of gravity, one way is to modify the gravity at the large cosmological scale in

such a way so that it becomes repulsive at large scales which gives rise to the accelerated expansion of the universe

[18–21]. Dvali, Gabadadze, and Porrati (DGP) gave a scenario where a 4D Minkowsky brane is located on an infinitely

large extra dimension and gravity is localized in the 4D Minkowsky brane [22]. This model is known as the DGP

model which gives rise to late time acceleration but its self-accelerating branch has a ghost [23, 24]. When we reduce

the 5D DGP theory to 4D, at the decoupling limit, the theory gives rise to a Lagrangian of the form (∇φ)2�φ [23].

This Lagrangian, in the Minkowski background, possesses the Galilean shift symmetry φ → φ+bµx
µ+c, where bµ and

c are the constants, and gives rise to second order equation of motion and hence free from ghost [23–25]. Because of

possessing the shift symmetry, the scalar field is dubbed as the ”Galileon” [25]. In the Minkowski background, we can

construct two more Lagrangians containing higher derivatives and shift symmetry which gives rise to a second-order

equation of motion. Along with a linear potential term and standard canonical kinetic term there exist five such terms

which can possess the above-mentioned shift symmetry and give a second order equation of motion [25]. All these five

terms together form the Galileon Lagrangian [25]. In the curved background, the non-linear completion of the Galileon

Lagrangian includes non-minimal coupling to keep the equation of motion second order[26]. The non-minimal terms

may cause the fifth force effect which can be evaded locally by implementing the Vainshtein mechanism [27]. The
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Galileon models are the sub-classes of the more general scalar-tensor theory known as the Horndeski theory [28, 29].

Late time cosmic acceleration is well studied in the Galileon theory [30–43].

Horndeski theories are constraint by the detection of the event of binary neutron star merger GW170817, using

both gravitational waves (GW) [44] and its electromagnetic counterpart [45, 46], which rules out a large class of

Horndeski theories that predict the speed of GW propagation different from that of the speed of light [47, 48]. The

only higher derivative term that survives is ∼ G(φ,X)�φ,where X = −(1/2)(∇φ)2 and G(φ,X) is a function of φ

and X . When G(φ,X) ∼ (∇φ)2 it is cubic Galileon term. This cubic term along with the usual kinetic term and a

potential term forms the Cubic Galileon model. Potentials other than the linear one break the shift symmetry but

the equation of motion is still second order. These kinds of models are known as the Light Mass Galileon models

[42, 43]. Without the potential term, in the Cubic Galileon models, we can not have stable late time acceleration [34].

This model has been studied extensively in the context of late time cosmology [30, 31, 42, 43, 49–54].

In literature, there are several dark energy and modified gravity models. Good dark energy or a modified gravity

model should be consistent with different cosmological observations. Hence it is important to study the cubic Galileon

model in the context of cosmological observations. In literature, such efforts involving the Galileon model have been

done earlier, for example, in the context of type Ia supernova observations [55], cosmic microwave background, and

baryonic acoustic oscillations observations [56] etc. In the same spirit, the 21 cm cosmological observations like using

the upcoming SKA telescope (square kilometer array) will be promising to detect dark energy and modification of

gravity models. For this purpose, the post-reionization epoch (redshift < 6) is particularly important to constrain

the dynamics of dark energy or the dynamics of cosmological geometry in the modified gravity models. In the post-

reionization epoch, the Universe is assumed to be highly ionized but neutral hydrogen atoms (HI) are still present and

these HI are the biased tracers of the matter in the Universe. Thus the HI energy density tracks the matter-energy

density in the Universe and the HI power spectrum is related to the matter power spectrum. The power spectrum

of the intensity mapping of the large-scale HI distribution (commonly called the 21 cm power spectrum) is thus one

kind of measurement of the large-scale structure formation [57, 58].

This paper aims to study the effect of the cubic Galileon model in the 21 cm power spectrum and to check the

detectability of the deviation due to this model from the ΛCDM in the context of the upcoming SKA1-MID telescope

specification. The upcoming SKA1-MID telescope is specifically proposed designed to study the structure formation

in the low redshift regions (< 3) which is useful to constrain dark energy and modified gravity model parameters

[59]. According to the updated proposed design of SKA1-MID, it will have a total of 197 antennas. Among these

64 antennas are from MeerKAT and 133 antennas are originally from SKA1-MID [59]. SKA1-MID is proposed to be

detecting the redshifted 21 cm line signal at the redshift range from 0.5 to 3 which will have good accuracy (competitive

or even with better accuracy than other observations related to galaxy clustering etc.) to test the dynamics of the

dark energy or modified gravity [59, 60].

The paper is organized as follows: in Sec. II we describe the background dynamics of the Universe in presence

of the interacting cubic Galileon field; in Sec. III we describe the evolution of the matter inhomogeneity and the

corresponding matter power spectrum; in Sec. IV we describe the 21 cm power spectrum; in Sec. V we show the

detectability of interacting cubic Galileon model in the SKA1-MID telescope specifications; finally in Sec. VI we

present our conclusion.

II. BACKGROUND EVOLUTION

We consider the following action in the Einstein frame with a potential V (φ) [43]

S =

∫

d4x
√−g

[M2
Pl

2
R− 1

2
(∇φ)2

(

1 +
α

M3
�φ

)

− V (φ)
]

+ Sm

[

Ψm; e
2βφ/Mplgµν

]

, (1)

where the scalar field is non-minimally coupled with gravity in the Jordan frame with β as the coupling constant and

e2βφ/Mpl is the conformal factor that relates the Jordan and Einstein frame metric tensors. In Eq (1) M is a constant

of mass dimension one, MPl = 1/
√
8πG is the reduced Planck mass, α is a dimensionless constant and Sm corresponds

to the matter action with Ψm’s as the matter fields. Action (1) can be realized as a sub-class of Horndeski theories

[28, 29] and one can recover the usual quintessence models on taking α → 0. V (φ) is the potential of the cubic
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Galileon field. Throughout the paper, we have considered only the linear potential, because Galileon shift symmetry

is preserved only in linear potential.

In flat Friedmann–Lemâıtre–Robertson–Walker (FLRW) metric, given by ds2 = −dt2 + a2(t)d~r.d~r, where t is

the cosmic time, ~r is the comoving coordinate vector and a is the cosmic scale factor, the background cosmological

equations can be obtained by varying action (1) with respect to the metric tensor gµν [42, 43]

3M2
plH

2 = ρ̄m +
φ̇2

2

(

1− 6
α

M3
Hφ̇

)

+ V (φ), (2)

M2
pl(2Ḣ + 3H2) = − φ̇2

2

(

1 + 2
α

M3
φ̈
)

+ V (φ), (3)

where over-dot is the derivative with respect to the cosmic time t, H is the Hubble parameter and ρ̄m is the background

matter-energy density. The background equation of motion for the Galileon field φ is given by [43]

φ̈+ 3Hφ̇− 3
α

M3
φ̇
(

3H2φ̇+ Ḣφ̇+ 2Hφ̈
)

+ Vφ = − β

MPl
ρ̄m, (4)

where subscript φ is the derivative with respect to the field φ. The continuity equations for matter and scalar field

are given by

˙̄ρm + 3Hρ̄m =
β

MPl
φ̇ρ̄m , (5)

˙̄ρφ + 3H(1 + wφ)ρ̄φ = − β

MPl
φ̇ρ̄m , (6)

where wφ is the equation of the state of the scalar field.

To study the background evolution we rewrite the above differential equations as an autonomous system of

equations. To do this we define the following dimensionless variables [42, 43]

x =
φ̇√

6HMPl

=

( dφ

dN

)

√
6MPl

, (7)

y =

√
V√

3HMPl

, (8)

ǫ = −6
α

M3
Hφ̇ = −6

α

M3
H2

( dφ

dN

)

, (9)

λ = −MPl
Vφ

V
, (10)

Γ =
VφφV

V 2
φ

, (11)

where N = ln a. Using the above-mentioned dimensionless variables we can form the following autonomous system

[43]

dx

dN
= x

( φ̈

Hφ̇
− Ḣ

H2

)

,

dy

dN
= −y

(

√

3

2
λx+

Ḣ

H2

)

,

dǫ

dN
= ǫ

( φ̈

Hφ̇
+

Ḣ

H2

)

,

dλ

dN
=

√
6xλ2(1− Γ), (12)
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FIG. 1: Background evolution of the cubic Galileon field. Left panel: equation of state of the cubic Galileon field. Right panel:

comparison of the Hubble parameter with the ΛCDM one.

where

Ḣ

H2
=

6(1 + ǫ)(y2 − 1)− 3x2(2 + 4ǫ+ ǫ2)

4 + 4ǫ+ x2ǫ2
+

√
6xǫ(y2λ− βΩm)

4 + 4ǫ+ x2ǫ2
(13)

φ̈

Hφ̇
=

3x3ǫ− 3x
(

4 + ǫ(1 + y2)
)

+ 2
√
6(y2λ− βΩm)

x(4 + 4ǫ+ x2ǫ2)
(14)

From Eq. (2) we have the constraint equation Ωm + Ωφ = 1, where Ωm is the matter density parameter and Ωφ =

x2(ǫ + 1) + y2 is the scalar field density parameter. The scalar field (wφ) and the effective (weff) equation of states

are given respectively

wφ =
x
(

3x(ǫ(ǫ + 8) + 4)− 2
√
6βǫ

(

x2(ǫ + 1)− 1
))

− 2y2
(

ǫ
(√

6x(β + λ) + 6
)

+ 6
)

3 (ǫ (x2ǫ+ 4) + 4) (x2(ǫ+ 1) + y2)
, (15)

weff =
x
(

3x(ǫ(ǫ + 8) + 4)− 2
√
6βǫ

(

x2(ǫ + 1)− 1
))

− 2y2
(

ǫ
(√

6x(β + λ) + 6
)

+ 6
)

3 (ǫ (x2ǫ+ 4) + 4)
. (16)

To solve the above system of differential equations (Eq. (12)), we need initial conditions for x, y, ǫ and λ. We

denote these by xi, yi, ǫi and λi respectively. In literature, scalar field models are mainly two types depending on the

attractor or thawing behavior. Here, we consider the thawing type of behavior for the Galileon field and accordingly

choose the initial conditions. In the thawing kind of behavior, the equation of state of the scalar field is very close to

−1 at initial times, and at late times it thaws away from −1. From Eq. (15), we can see that wφ ≈ −1 when x ≪ y.

We want this behavior at initial times so we fix xi = 10−3yi throughout. We fix the initial conditions at redshift,

z = 1000. Next, we fix the yi parameter for which Ωm0 = 0.3111. This value corresponds to the Planck 2018 results.

Here Ωm0 is the present value of the matter-energy density parameter. So, we are left with three parameters ǫi, λi,

and the β parameters. ǫi represents the deviation from the quintessence model, λi represents the initial slope of the

potential and β represents the interaction between matter and the Galileon field.

With the above-mentioned initial conditions, we show the background evolutions in the interacting cubic

Galileon model, by plotting the equation of state and the Hubble parameter in Figure 1. From the left panel,

we see that the higher the ǫi value lesser the deviation from ΛCDM. Higher the λi value larger the deviation from

ΛCDM. More negative the β value larger the deviation from the ΛCDM. We see the same behavior in the deviation

of the Hubble parameter in the right panel.
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III. EVOLUTION OF PERTURBATIONS

In this work, we are working in the sub-Huuble limit. In this limit, we can use the quasi-static approximation

i.e we can consider Newtonian perturbation. With the Newtonian perturbation and in the linear theory, the evolution

equation of the growth function (D+) for the cubic Galileon model is given by [85, 90]

d2D+

dN2
+

[

−1

2
3(weff + 1) +

√
6βx+ 2

]

dD+

dN
− 3

2
Ωm

Geff

G
D+ = 0, (17)

where the growth function is defined as δm(z) = D+(z)δ
i
m. δm is the matter inhomogeneity and δim its initial value. G

is the Newtonian gravitational constant. In the interacting cubic Galileon model, the effective gravitational constant

(Geff) is given by [43]

Geff

G
=

x
(

3x(ǫ(ǫ + 8) + 4)− 2
√
6βǫ

(

x2(ǫ + 1)− 1
))

− 2y2
(

ǫ
(√

6x(β + λ) + 6
)

+ 6
)

3 (ǫ (x2ǫ+ 4) + 4)
. (18)

To solve the differential equation of the growth function, we consider the fact that at an initial time, at matter

dominated epoch (here at z = 1000), D+ ∝ a. This corresponds to D+|i = 1
1+1100 = dD+

dN

∣

∣

i
.

Once we have the solution for the growth function, we can compute the linear matter power spectrum Pm given

by

Pm(k, z) = AknsT 2(k)
D2

+(z)

D2
+(z = 0)

, (19)

where k corresponds to the amplitude of the wave vector. ns is the scalar spectral index for the primordial power

spectrum. T (k) is the transfer function. For our calculations, we consider the T (k) given by Eisenstein and Hu [117].

A is the normalization constant corresponds to the usual σ8 normalization. Here, we consider Eisenstein-Hu transfer

function and for the σ8 normalisation, we fix Ω
(0)
m = 0.3111, h = 0.6766, Ω

(0)
b = 0.049, ns = 0.9665 and σ8 = 0.8102.

These values are best-fit values according to the Planck 2018 results. h is defined as H0 = 100hKmS−1Mpc−1 with

H0 being the present value of the Hubble parameter. Ω
(0)
b is the present value of the baryonic matter energy density

parameter.

IV. 21 CM POWER SPECTRUM

The matter distribution is not directly related to the observation. However, in this regard 2-point correlation

in excess brightness temperature is useful. So, we study the detectability of the cubic Galileon model over the ΛCDM

model using the 21 cm power spectrum. The 21 cm power spectrum, P21 of the excess brightness temperature field

is given by [118–125]

P21(k, z, µ) = C2
T (1 + βTµ

2)2Pm(k, z), (20)

where µ = n̂.k̂ = cos θ, where n̂ is the line of sight (LOS) unit direction and θ is the angle between LOS and the wave

vector. βT is defined as

βT =
f

b
, (21)
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FIG. 2: Percentage deviation in the angle averaged 21 cm power spectrum for the cubic Galileon model from ΛCDM model.

where f is the growth factor and it is defined as f = d lnD+

d ln a . b is the linear bias that connects the HI distribution

to the matter distribution. Throughout this paper, we consider the linear bias i.e. b = 1. CT is the mean HI excess

brightness temperature given by [118, 119]

CT (z) = bx̄HI T̄ (z), (22)

where x̄HI is the neutral hydrogen fraction. T̄ is given by [118, 119]

T̄ (z) = 4.0mK(1 + z)2
(Ωb0h

2

0.02

)(0.7

h

) H0

H(z)
. (23)

µ averaged 21 cm power spectrum is computed as

P21(k, z) =

∫ 1

0

dµ P21(k, z, µ). (24)

Note that we keep the same notation, P21 for the µ averaged 21 cm power spectrum. We show the deviations in

P21(k, z) in Figure 2 for the cubic Galileon model from ΛCDM with the same combinations of parameter values as in

Figure 1. We see that the deviations are up to 2 to 20% depending on the parameters.
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FIG. 3: Percentage deviation in the angle averaged 3D 21 cm power spectrum for the cubic Galileon model from the ΛCDM

model (here fiducial model).

In radio interferometric observations like in square kilometer array (SKA) observation, the observables are not

measured in k, but rather in the baseline distribution, U . The conversion from k to U is fiducial cosmological model

dependent. If this fiducial model is different from the actual model, we need to consider the correction to the 21 cm

power spectrum, defined in Eq. (20). Throughout this paper, we consider ΛCDM as the fiducial model. So, for the

cubic Galileon model, the observed 21 cm power spectrum would be [126–128]

P 3D
21 (k, z, µ) =

1

α||α
2
⊥

C2
T

[

1 + βT
µ2/F 2

1 + (F−2 − 1)µ2

]2

Pm

( k

α⊥

√

1 + (F−2 − 1)µ2, z
)

, (25)

where α|| = Hfd/H , α⊥ = r/rfd and F = α||/α⊥. The subscript ’fd’ corresponds to the fiducial model. Here r is the

line of sight comoving distance. The above corrected 21 cm power spectrum is sometimes referred to as the 3D 21 cm

power spectrum and that is why we denote this by putting a superscript ’3D’. Now we compute the angle averaged

(or µ averaged) 21 cm power spectrum as

P 3D
21 (k, z) =

∫ 1

0

dµ P 3D
21 (k, z, µ). (26)

Note that, we use the same notation for averaged 21 cm power spectrum.

In Figure 3, we show the deviation in the angle averaged observed (3D) 21 cm power spectrum for the cubic

Galileon model from the ΛCDM model for the same parameter values as in Figure 2. In the 3D 21 cm power, the
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FIG. 4: Detectability of interacting cubic Galileon model from the ΛCDM model. Here we have plotted δP/P , where

P = Pfiducial = P21(ΛCDM) and δP = |P 3D
21 − P21(ΛCDM)|. Parameter values are same as in Figure 3.

deviations are similar. Another important thing to notice here is that there is k dependence in the deviations in the

3D power spectrum unlike in the normal power spectrum. This is because the fiducial model and the actual model

are different here.

V. DETECTIBILITY WITH SKA1-MID TELESCOPE

Here we are considering the detectability of the cubic Galileon model from the ΛCDM model with the SKA1-

mid telescope. To do so, we need to consider the errors that arise in the observed 21 cm power spectrum. We only

consider two types of errors here. One is the system noise and another one is the sample variance. The system noise

arises from the instrument. The cosmic variance arises from the finite sampling of modes. We ignore other errors like

astrophysical residual foregrounds, effects from the ionosphere, etc. So, we consider an ideal instrumental detection

where these errors are completely removed and the only errors present are the system noise and the sample variance.

We closely follow the approach of [129] to estimate the noise.

We assume a circularly symmetric antenna distribution (ρant) which is a func-

tion of l only, where l is the distance from the centre of the antennae distribu-

tions. For the SKA1-mid telescope antenna distributions, we follow the document

https://astronomers.skatelescope.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/09/SKA-TEL-INSA-0000537-SKA1_Mid_Physical_Configuration_Coordinates_Rev_2-signed.pdf.

The SKA1-mid telescope specifications have 133 SKA antennas with 64 MEERKAT antennas. The 2D baseline

distribution is then given by [129]

https://astronomers.skatelescope.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/09/SKA-TEL-INSA-0000537-SKA1_Mid_Physical_Configuration_Coordinates_Rev_2-signed.pdf
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ρ2D(U, ν21) = B(ν21)

∫ ∞

0

2πldl ρant(l)

∫ 2π

0

dφ ρant(|~l − λ21
~U |), (27)

where ~U is the baseline vector given by ~U =
~k⊥r
2π . ~k⊥ wavevector at the transeverse direction. ν21 and λ21 are the

observed frequency and the wavelength of the 21 cm signal respectively. φ is the angle between ~l and ~U . B(ν21) is

computed by the normalization given by

∫ ∞

0

UdU

∫ π

0

dφ ρ2D(U, ν21) = 1. (28)

The 3D baseline distribution (ρ3D(k, ν21)) is defined as

ρ3D(k, ν21) =

[
∫ 1

0

dµ ρ22D

(

rk

2π

√

1− µ2, ν21

)]

1
2

, (29)

The system noise in the 21 cm power spectrum is given by [129–134]

δPN (k, ν21) =
T 2
sys

Bt0

(λ2
21

Ae

)2 2r2L

Nt(Nt − 1)ρ3D(k, ν21)

1
√

Nk(k)
. (30)

where Nt is the total number of antennas (here 197). B is the bandwidth corresponding to the observed signal and L

is the corresponding comoving length. t0 is the observation time. Ae is the effective collecting area of an individual

antenna. This is related to the physical collecting area, A of an antenna given by Ae = eA, where e is the efficiency of

an antenna. We consider e = 0.7 and A ≈ 1256.6m2 for an SKA1-mid antenna. Tsys is the system temperature. To

compute system temperature, we closely follow ... Nk is the total number of independent modes in the range between

k to k+ dk given by Nk(k) =
2πk2dk
V1−mode

, where V1−mode is the volume occupied by a single independent mode given by

V1−mode =
(2π)3A
r2Lλ2

21

.

The sample variance in 21 cm power spectrum is given by [129–134]

δPSV (k, ν21) =
[

∑

θ

Nm(k, θ)

P 2
21(k, θ)

]− 1
2

, (31)

where Nm(k, θ) = 2πk2dk sin θdθ
V1−mode

. Thus, total noise is given by

δPtot(k, ν21) =
√

δP 2
N (k, ν21) + δP 2

SV (k, ν21). (32)

In Figure 4, we have shown that the cubic Galileon model can be detected from the ΛCDM model with the 21

cm power spectrum. The parameter values and the color codes are the same as in Figure 3. The orange line is the

total error in the 21 cm power spectrum with the SKA1-mid telescope specifications. The lines above this orange line

are detectable by the SKA1-mid telescope.
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VI. CONCLUSION

In this work, we consider the cubic Galileon model which is a special case of Horndeski gravity. Because of the

Galileon shift symmetry, this model is ghost-free. We consider the thawing kind of behavior in this model using proper

initial conditions. We consider both the interacting and the non-interacting cubic Galileon model. By interaction,

we mean the interaction between the total matter and the Galileon field. The potential is linear in this model which

naturally arises in this kind of model. We show the deviations of this model from the ΛCDM one both through

the background and the perturbative quantities. Our main focus here is to detect this model through the 21 cm

observations. For this purpose, we consider interferometric observations like SKA1-mid observations. We consider

system noise and the sample variance according to this observation and by considering ΛCDM as the fiducial model.

We ignore other errors in the 21 cm power spectrum by the assumption that we can completely remove them for

an ideal observation. With this error, we show the possibility of the detection of the cubic Galileon model from

the ΛCDM model. Our results show that with forthcoming SKA observations, we can put strong constraints on the

modified gravity models like the interacting cubic Galileon model. Also with SKA observation at higher redshifts,

there is a bright possibility to distinguish such kind of Galileon models from ΛCDM which is surely encouraging.
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