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Abstract

We discuss the possibility of a scalar field being the fundamental description of dark energy without the need of self-tuning any
parameter. Thereby, we focus on shift-symmetric scalar-tensor theories satisfying also that the propagation speed of gravitational
waves is equal to the speed of light. Analysing the stability of scalar linear perturbations, we discuss the conditions that seems to
be necessary to describe (super) accelerated cosmic expansion without introducing instabilities. It has been established, however,
that this stability can be ruined when taking into account the interaction with tensor perturbations (essentially gravitational waves).
Indeed, although we shall point out that the standard proof of absence of dark energy stable braiding models due to this interaction
has a possible way-out, we find general arguments suggesting that there are no dark energy stable solutions that can exploit this
loophole. Thus, we discuss future research directions for finding viable fundamental descriptions of dark energy. We also provide
a dictionary between the covariant version of the scalar field theory and that of the Effective Field Theory approach, explicitly
computing the parameters in the latter formalism in terms of the functions appearing in the covariant version, and its derivatives. To
the best of our knowledge, this is the first time these expressions are explicitly obtained up-to arbitrary order in perturbation theory.
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1. Introduction

Scalar field theories could be crucial in providing an underly-
ing theoretical framework for addressing the mysteries of dark
energy (DE). These theories introduce a scalar field that can be
used to describe dynamical DE, in contrast to the cosmological
constant case (see, for instance, references [1, 2]). To select the
appropriate scalar field theory for cosmology, it is reasonable
to demand that the corresponding field equations to be of sec-
ond order. Otherwise, the new degrees of freedom (DOF) may
destabilise the dynamics of the theory by means of the Ostro-
gradski ghost [3]. In this context, a natural framework is that
provided by Horndeski theory [4] (see also [5] for a review), al-
though some theories with higher-order derivatives in the action
can also avoid the Ostrogradski instability through degeneracy
conditions in the Lagrangian (see, for instance, [6, 7]). Rather
recently, the speed of propagation of gravitational waves (GWs)
has also become an important consideration when formulating
theories beyond general relativity. After the detection of the
event GW170817 [8] and its electromagnetic counterpart [9],
it has been concluded that the propagation speed of GWs is
very close to that of light. Matching this observation with the
theory reduces the original Horndeski family of scalar-tensor
theories to essentially the so-called Kinetic Gravity Braiding
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(KGB) models [10], (which include the well-known k-essence
theory as a special case [11, 12, 13, 14, 15]) plus a possible
non-minimal coupling to gravity via the scalar field (see, for
instances, reference [16]).

Scalar fields minimally coupled to gravity and with a canon-
ical kinetic term have been already used to describe the current
accelerated expansion of the Universe. However, in that sim-
ple case one has to rely on the particular form of a potential
term, re-introducing the fine-tuning problem usually associated
with the cosmological constant. This issue can be avoided by
focusing on models that are invariant under constant shifts in
the scalar field, for which potential-like terms do not appear in
the Lagrangian. This symmetry-based argument is an elegant
way to make the evolution of the system to depend only on the
rate of change of the scalar field but not on the scalar field it-
self (see discussion in reference [10]). However, the simplest
minimally coupled scalar field with a canonical kinetic term in
the action is only able to describe a stiff fluid when imposing
shift-symmetry (see, for example, references [2, 17]); leading
to a non-interesting phenomenology for the (late-time) DE sec-
tor. On the other hand, in the Horndeski subfamily previously
mentioned this argument prevents from having a non-minimal
coupling to gravity via the scalar field itself, although a deriva-
tive coupling to matter is still allowed in principle. In either
case, evading fifth-force constraints coming from astrophysical
scales is naturally easy under this symmetry consideration [10].
The Horndeski models that satisfy this symmetry condition and
predict a propagation speed for GWs equal to the speed of light
are known as shift-symmetric KGB theories [10].
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Shift-symmetric KGB theories are well-known for produc-
ing self-tuning de-Sitter future solutions [10] (see also refer-
ences [18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24]) and they can also describe
different DE phenomenology [25, 26]. Remarkably, these the-
ories can describe a phantom regime that is stable in the sense
of no ghost- or gradient-like instabilities for small scalar per-
turbation [10]. Moreover, KGB theories can produce a smooth
phantom crossing in the DE sector [10], contrary to the single
scalar field k-essence scenario [27, 28]. To this end, it should
be highlighted that the violation of the Null Energy Condition
(NEC) in the DE sector is not only still allowed by the observa-
tional data (see discussion in reference [29]), but it has been in-
deed proven that a phantom regime (with phantom crossing) is
a necessary prerequisite to ease both the H0 and S 8 cosmologi-
cal tensions simultaneously by taking into account new physics
that is relevant only at late cosmic times [30, 31]. Therefore, the
motivation, simplicity and apparent stability properties of the
shift-symmetric KGB scalar field models makes this framework
an interesting proposal for modelling DE. Nevertheless, the ab-
sence of instabilities in linear scalar perturbations is a necessary
but not a sufficient condition for the stability of the classical
theory. Indeed, it has been shown that the interaction medi-
ated by the braiding term between tensor perturbations (essen-
tially GWs) and DE fluctuations may induce a ghost-like and/or
gradient-like instability in the scalar sector [32]. (Se also refer-
ences [33, 34] for a discussion on the decay of GWs into scalar
fluctuations when Lorentz invariance is spontaneously broken.)
Consequently, it was concluded that the braiding term in the
KGB theory should not produce any sizeable effect in order to
trivially escape from the GWs-induced instabilities [32]. Ac-
cording to these results, the available parameter-space of the
shift-symmetric KGB models seems to shrink to that of the
shift-symmetric k-essence theory only [32].

In the present work, we first re-analyse the inter-relation of
a phantom behaviour with classical and semi-classical insta-
bilities of the scalar field in the framework of shift-symmetric
KGB models. By implementing a novel characterization of the
already-known stability conditions, we shed some light on pre-
vious results in the literature for k-essence models [35] (see
also, for instance, references [11, 12, 36, 37, 38]) and also ob-
tain new compact results for the braiding term. In the second
place, we reflect about the instability induced by the interac-
tion of the braiding term with GWs [32]. We propose a pos-
sible way to circumvent this obstacle when departing from the
Galileon terms for the KGB functions. Unfortunately, we shall
argue that the apparent loophole seems to lack practical appli-
cability for constructing viable dark energy models with a non-
vanishing braiding term. In order to perform this study, we have
derived the detailed form of the mass parameters of the KGB
theory in the Effective Field Theory (EFT) approach. Although
the expressions for these parameters were already computed at
leading order, to the best of our knowledge, it is the first time
that the complete family of parameters up-to arbitrary order is
presented.

This work is organised as follows: we review the general
properties of shift-symmetric KGB theories in the first part of
section 2. The stability of linear scalar perturbations in the well-

known k-essence subclass of the more general KGB framework
is reviewed in section 2.1. In sections 2.2 and 2.3 we discuss the
viability of linearised scalar perturbation for the remaining part
of the KGB theory. Section 3 is devoted to the interaction of the
braiding term with GWs. We review the arguments presented
in reference [32] in section 3.1. We identify a potential mech-
anism to ease the constraints found in reference [32] in section
3.2. In section 3.3 we discuss that the possibility for a viable
KGB model to implement such a mechanism is an elusive am-
bition in practice. Therefore, in section 4, we reflect about the
open paths that can still be further explored to find fundamental
viable descriptions for dark energy. Finally, auxiliary results for
discussing the stability of linear perturbations are summarised
in Appendix A. A self-contained guide to the EFT approach to
DE and useful calculations are presented in Appendix B.

2. Stability of linearised scalar perturbations

The KGB theory is given by the action [10] (see also [39, 40])

S g =

∫
d4x
√
−g

[
1
2

R + K(ϕ, X) −G(ϕ, X)2ϕ
]
, (1)

where we have adopted the geometric unit system 8πG = c = 1,
K(ϕ, X) and G(ϕ, X) are arbitrary functions of the scalar field ϕ
and its canonical kinetic term X B − 1

2 gµν∇µϕ∇νϕ, the box rep-
resents the covariant d’Alembertian operator 2ϕ = gµν∇µ∇νϕ
and we have used the signature (−,+,+,+).

In this work we will focus on the shift-symmetric sec-
tor of the KGB theory, since it has been proven to be ex-
tremely fruitful for cosmological applications [10] (see also
[18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26]). This is the case when
the above action is invariant under constant shifts in the scalar
field given by

ϕ→ ϕ + c, (2)

being c some constant. In practise, this implies that the func-
tions K and G do not depend on the scalar field but only on
its kinetic term. That is, we will focus on the particular case
of K = K(X) and G = G(X). (Nevertheless, this assump-
tion will be relaxed when discussing the EFT approach in Ap-
pendix B.) In addition, we will also consider the spatially
flat cosmological background described by the homogeneous
and isotropic Friedmann-Lemaı̂tre-Robertson-Walker (FLRW)
space-time. That corresponds to the line element

ds2 = −dt2 + a2(t) dx2
3, (3)

where a(t) stands for the scale factor and dx2
3 are the spatial

three-dimensional flat sections. Taking matter and radiation as
external sources to the action (1), the field equations of the the-
ory for this background read [10]

3H2 = ρm + ρr − K + ϕ̇J, (4)

Ḣ = −
1
2

(
ρm +

4
3
ρr

)
+ XGXϕ̈ −

1
2
ϕ̇J, (5)

ρ̇m = − 3Hρm, (6)
ρ̇r = − 4Hρr, (7)
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where a dot represents derivation w.r.t. the cosmic time t and
GX stands for dG/dX. In addition,

J(ϕ̇,H) B ϕ̇KX + 6HXGX , (8)

is precisely the shift-current related to the global shift-
symmetry of the theory [10]. In view of these equations, the
energy density and pressure of the dark fluid can be defined as

ρϕ(ϕ̇,H) B ϕ̇J − K, (9)

and
pϕ(ϕ̇, ϕ̈) B K − 2XGXϕ̈, (10)

respectively. Then, the equation of state parameter and the par-
tial energy density for the scalar field take the form wϕ B pϕ/ρϕ
and Ωϕ B ρϕ/(3H2), respectively. It should be noted that the
energy density, ρϕ, depends on the Hubble parameter throught J
while the pressure, pϕ, contains ϕ̈ [10]. Moreover, the pressure
will also depend on the Hubble function when the dependence
on ϕ̈ is removed using the field equations.

On the other hand, the field equation of the scalar field can
be obtained varying the action (1) w.r.t. the scalar field. This
yields

A(ϕ̇,H)ϕ̈ + 6XGXḢ + 3HJ = 0, (11)

where

A(ϕ̇,H) B KX + 2XKXX + 6Hϕ̇ (GX + XGXX) , (12)

has been defined for the compactness of the notation. This
equation is completely equivalent to the covariant conservation
of the ϕ-fluid in the hydrodynamic approach, with the scalar
field energy density and pressure as defined in expressions (9)
and (10), respectively. However, it should be noted that the
above scalar field equation of motion is not independent from
the system of equations given in expressions (4) to (7).

Alternatively to the scalar field equation (11), one can obtain
the same information from the conservation of the shift-current;
that is

1
a3

d
(
a3J

)
dt

= 0. (13)

As noted in the reference [10], this conservation trivially leads
to a first integral of motion for the system given by

J =
Q0

a3 , (14)

where Q0 is a constant. This property of the shift-symmetric
KGB theories can be used to significantly simplify the discus-
sion on the evolution of these cosmological models [10]. This
is because J = 0 defines a surface in the configuration space to-
wards which all trajectories evolve if the scale factor is growing
large. Therefore, the locus J = 0 can be used to simplify the
field equations (4) and (5), at least asymptotically. However,
this simplification should not always be taken without further
considerations since it may drastically reduce the possible fu-
ture phenomenology of the model; see discussion in references

[25, 26]. In general, the future phenomenology of this shift-
symmetric scalar field theory has been shown to encompass a
great variety of options. From self-tuning de-Sitter-like future
solutions [10] (see also references [18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24])
to DE-driven cosmological singularities [25, 26].

The stability of scalar perturbations around a FLRW back-
ground have already been addressed at linear order for this
scalar field theories [10] (see also references [23, 40, 41]). The
absence of ghost and gradient instabilities in the scalar sector
implies [40]

QS B
2D

(2 − αB)2 > 0 , D B αK +
3
2
α2

B , (15)

c2
s B −

(2 − αB)
[
Ḣ − 1

2 H2αB

]
− Hα̇B + ρm +

4
3ρr

H2D
≥ 0, (16)

respectively, where the dimensionless functions αK and αB
were first introduced in reference [40]. They are defined as

H2αK B 2X (KX + 2XKXX) + 12ϕ̇XH (GX + XGXX) , (17)
HαB B 2ϕ̇XGX . (18)

Violation of condition (15), on the one hand, leads to scalar
perturbations whose associated kinetic energy takes negative
values [42]; i.e. perturbations are ghost. The presence of a
ghost DOF may be detrimental (at the classical level) if the
ghost interacts with a positive-energy mode, as this may lead
to runaway solutions where the total energy is conserved but
the relative energies associated to the ghost and no-ghost sec-
tors diverge (see, for instance, reference [43]). At the quan-
tum level, the corresponding ϕ-particles would have negative
energies. In this case the vacuum becomes unstable due to
the spontaneous production of ghost-particles together with
normal-particles with arbitrarily high energies and momenta
[43] (see also reference [42]). Consequently, backgrounds with
ghosts are generally considered pathological at both classical
and quantum levels. On the other hand, violation of condition
(16) introduces the so-called gradient instability. This is when
the leading order spatial derivatives have the wrong sign w.r.t.
the time derivatives in the perturbed scalar field equation [42]
(see also references [44]). In Fourier space, the frequencies of
the oscillations become imaginary at high momenta, resulting
in perturbations that grow exponentially fast. Thus, it precludes
a stable classical model (at least, as long as a perturbative treat-
ment is still valid).

It is interesting to note that

H2D = 2X
(
A + 6X2G2

X

)
, (19)

and, therefore, the ghost-free condition D > 0 (see equation
(15)) implies

A + 6X2G2
X > 0, (20)

in our notation. Moreover, replacing the time derivative of the
Hubble rate that appears in the scalar field equation (11) by
means of the Raychaudhuri equation (5) leads to

H2Dϕ̈ + 6XJ
(
H − ϕ̇XGX

)
− 2X2GX (4ρr + 3ρm) = 0. (21)

3



Hence, the ghost parameter D is just the factor ahead of the
scalar field acceleration.

In the following we will analyse the stability conditions de-
scribed in equations (15) and (16) for three different scenarios:
(i) the k-essence model (G ≡ 0), (ii) when K ≡ 0, and (iii) the
most general KGB scenario. These are sections 2.1, 2.2 and
2.3, respectively. In doing so we will review some well-known
facts and also face new discussions about the viability of these
shift-symmetric theories from the point of view of linear cos-
mological perturbations.

2.1. K-essence
Let us first re-analyze the stability for the well-known k-

essence case [11, 12, 13, 14, 15], i.e. when the braiding function
G is set to zero in the action (1). (Note that a non-zero constant
G would also reduce to the k-essence scenario; see the action
(1).) Unlike the scalar field with a canonical kinetic term, for
a k-essence field a phantom behaviour is not necessarily due to
the presence of a ghost [38] (see also [35]), since equation (15)
reduces to

QS =
D
2
=

2X
H2

dρϕ
dX
, (22)

whereas the violation of the NEC by the scalar field depends on
the slope of the k-essence function K,

1 + wϕ =
2XKX

ρϕ
, (23)

being

ρϕ = 2XKX − K, (24)
pϕ =K, (25)

cf. with expressions (9) and (10) when GX is trivial. The slope
of the function K should be negative for a phantom field, but
this do not necessarily force the energy density ρϕ to be a de-
creasing function of the kinetic term. So, the sign on the r.h.s.
of equation (22) is in principle independent of that of equation
(23); see reference [38]. However, the relation between insta-
bilities and phantom behaviour appears when considering the
squared sound speed of perturbations, i.e. c2

s . Taking into ac-
count the Friedmann equation (5), we can recast the gradient-
free condition (16) in term of the background quantities as

c2
s =

3(1 + wϕ)Ωϕ
D

≥ 0, (26)

where Ωϕ B ρϕ/3H2 is the partial energy density for the scalar
field and we have also used the fact that αB ≡ 0 for k-essence.
This new reformulation of the expression for c2

s is extremely
useful since we can address the stability of linear perturba-
tions in terms of the background quantities for which we have a
strong physical intuition. Since we are focusing on the case
Ωϕ > 0, this inequality shows an inter-relation between the
ghost- and gradient-free conditions with the possible phantom
character of the ϕ-fluid. In particular, if the NEC is satisfied for
the scalar field (i.e. if 1 + wϕ > 0), there is not a gradient in-
stability if and only if the ghost-free condition is also satisfied.

As a result, there are models with a completely stable scalar
spectrum. On the other hand, the gradient-free and ghost-free
conditions are anti-correlated when the NEC is violated for the
ϕ-fluid. That is to say, c2

s is positive for a phantom fluid only if
a ghost-like instability is present and vice-versa, scalar pertur-
bations are ghost-free only if a gradient instability is triggered.
Please note that the same conclusion was reached in reference
[35], albeit through different considerations (see also reference
[38]).

As already expected, it is not possible to describe an effective
phantom fluid via a scalar field à la k-essence in a way that both
ghost and gradient instabilities are absent [35, 38, 42]. How-
ever, let us reflect about the nature of these instabilities (see, for
example, reference [42] for a review on the topic). On the one
hand, the presence of gradient instabilities is related to a wrong
sign for the spatial derivatives in the scalar field perturbed equa-
tion. This makes the frequencies of the fluctuations imaginary
at high momenta, resulting in perturbations that grow arbitrary
fast. Thus, it precludes a stable classical model (at least, as long
as a perturbative treatment is still valid). For a ghost mode, on
the other hand, the associated kinetic energy is negative. If the
ghost DOF interacts with a positive energy mode (at the classi-
cal level) there may be runaway solutions, where the total en-
ergy is conserved while individual energies diverge; we referred
the interested reader to the discussion in, for example, reference
[43]. Thereby, the common lore states that ghost instabilities
are catastrophic (already) at classical level. Still, the classi-
cal background is stable against high momenta perturbations
[42]. Nevertheless, there are examples in the literature in which
the presence of a ghost DOF interacting with a positive energy
DOF do not lead to runaway solutions and, therefore, to the
destabilization of the classical motion of the system [45]. (See
also “islands of stability” [46, 47] and meta-stability of ghosts
[48].) Upon canonical quantisation of theories with ghosts, the
energy conservation does not forbid pair creation from vacuum
of ghosts-particles together with normal-particles: the vacuum
becomes quantum mechanically unstable (see, for instance, ref-
erences [42, 43]). So, the presence of a ghost is also considered
as pathological at the semi-classical level. However, the possi-
bility of safely living with ghosts at quantum level has already
been explored with positive conclusions [49, 50, 51]. There-
fore, even if it is clear that the presence of any of these instabil-
ities (ghost and/or gradient) is a red light that has to be seriously
taken into account, it would be interesting to consider the possi-
bility that the scalar field (understood as being of gravitational
nature) should be quantized in a different way as matter fields
(for example, with the space-time itself [52, 53]) or not been
quantized at all, when dealing with the ghost instability. For a
review on the topic see, for example, reference [54].

In this context, a gradient instability is hardly tamable in
the classical theory, whereas a ghost-like instability could be
further discussed at both classical and quantum levels. So, if
one considers that the H0 tension has to be solved by means
of a phantom fluid, then, our best hope in the k-essence case
would be selecting the function K in such a way that only the
ghost-free condition is violated. Otherwise, a negative c2

s will
inevitably jeopardise the perturbative approximation due to fast
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growing solutions. On the other hand, it is also worth to men-
tion that the scalar field in (shift-symmetric or not) k-essence
theory cannot cross the phantom divide [27] (see also [28]).
The equation of state parameter for the scalar field, namely wϕ,
is always greater or less than −1 for a single scalar field à la
k-essence. Nevertheless, a phantom-crossing in the DE sector
was analytically shown to be a prerequisite for solving both the
H0 and S 8 tensions simultaneously [30, 31]. Therefore, if both
tensions were considered on the same footing1, a scalar field
theory beyond k-essence should be explored in order to address
both tensions.

2.2. Braiding model

Similarly, we now address the case when only the braiding
function G is present. This corresponds to the case of K = 0
in action (1). Consequently, the energy density and pressure for
the scalar field (9) and (10) simplify to

ρϕ = 6ϕ̇XGXH, (27)
pϕ = −2XGXϕ̈, (28)

where the expression for J in equation (8) has been also consid-
ered. Then, the equation of state parameter for the scalar field
reads

wϕ = −
ϕ̈

3ϕ̇H
. (29)

The scalar field acceleration, ϕ̈, can be removed from the pre-
vious expression by means of the Raychaudhuri and scalar
field equations, these are expressions (5) and (11), respectively.
Then, after simple manipulations we can re-write the scalar
field equation of state as

wϕ =
Ωϕ(3 −Ωr)

2D
, (30)

where Ωr B ρr/3H2 is the partial energy density for radiation
and the contribution of matter has been removed through the
constraint Ωm = 1−Ωr −Ωϕ coming form the Friedmann equa-
tion (4). Please note that the above expression allow us to re-
express the ghost-free condition (15) in terms of background
quantities as

D =
Ωϕ(3 −Ωr)

2wϕ
> 0. (31)

As emphasised in the previous section, this new approach to the
evaluation of the stability conditions is extremely useful since
we have a strong physical intuition for the values of background

1Note that the disagreement between the value of H0 inferred from Planck-
Cosmic Microwave Background [55] and that coming from the direct local dis-
tance ladder measurements provided by the SH0ES team [56, 57] has reached
a statistical significance of more than 5σ. Whereas the S 8 tension is at much
lower statistical significance, reaching between 1.7 to 3 standard deviations; see
for instance [58] and references therein. We refer the interested reader to the
review [59] for a self-contained discussion about the observational tensions in
the standard cosmological model.

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0

-2.0

-1.5

-1.0

-0.5

0.0

0.5

Figure 1: Stability of scalar perturbations in the (Ωϕ, weff)-plane for K ≡ 0.
The perturbations are stable in the weff > 1/3 zone, since wϕ is clearly positive
there in virtue of the relation weff = Ωr/3 + wϕΩϕ. In the dotted region, which
corresponds the horizontal band 0 ≤ weff ≤ 1/3, perturbations may be healthy if
and only if wϕ is non-negative, otherwise they will be both ghost- and gradient-
unstable. Nevertheless, the sign of wϕ in that region of the (Ωϕ, weff)-plane can-
not be inferred without solving the whole evolution of the model and, therefore,
the stability conditions there cannot be further addressed without specifying the
function G. Next, scalar perturbations are both ghost- and gradient-unstable in
the central vertical-lined region. Finally, in the lower oblique-lined region, only
the ghost instability is present.

quantities. The functional form of the equation of state for the
scalar field, that is to say wϕ = wϕ(a, ȧ, ϕ̇, ϕ̈), will depend on
the choice for the braiding function G. However, if we assume
a positive Ωϕ, it follows from the above inequality that a ghost
instability is always present if wϕ is negative. A significant im-
plication of this result is that any model that aims to describe
a DE component (not necessary phantom-like) will inevitably
have this instability, since wϕ should be less than −1/3.

A similar derivation can also be applied to the expression for
the speed of sound squared in equation (16). Straightforward
differentiation over the definition for αB in equation (18) leads
to

α̇B

H
= 3

(
weff − wϕ

)
Ωϕ, (32)

where weff B ptot/ρtot represents the effective equation of state
parameter of the total fluid on the r.h.s. of equations (4) and
(5). Taking this result into account, and also substituting Ḣ by
means of equation (5), the gradient-free condition (16) can be
re-formulated in terms of background densities as

c2
s =
Ωϕ(5 −Ωϕ + 3weff)

2D
≥ 0. (33)

The numerator in the above expression can be positive or nega-
tive depending on the value of Ωϕ and weff. In Figure 1, we rep-
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resent the fulfilment of the stability conditions in the (Ωϕ, weff)-
plane. As there can be checked, it is possible to have ghost-
free and gradient-free scalar perturbations during radiation and
matter dominated epoch; that would correspond to weff ≈ 1/3
and weff ≈ 0 for Ωϕ ≪ 1, respectively. A necessary and suf-
ficient condition for this to happen is that of wϕ being posi-
tive; see inequality (31). On the contrary, perturbations will
always become unstable at some point if wϕ is negative; for
example, if the braiding scalar field acts as DE. Hence, an ac-
celerating universe cannot be safely modelled in this approach.
(Recall that acceleration demands the violation of the Strong
Energy Condition and, therefore, weff < −1/3 at some moment
in the recent past. According to Figure 1, this would inevitably
produce ghost and gradient unstable scalar perturbations.) In-
terestingly, c2

s could be positive for a super-accelerated regime
(weff < −1), although this would only be possible at the price
of having a ghost mode. This feature may be interesting for
modeling phantom DE since, as we have discussed in the previ-
ous section, the possitivity of the speed of sound squared can
be argued to be more fundamental from a classical point of
view than the absence of a ghost. However, from Figure 1 it
is clearly not possible to have a braiding model that connects
this gradient-stable supper-accelerated (late-time) regime with
a realistic early-universe description in a way that c2

s remains al-
ways positive. Therefore, modelling DE with only the braiding
part of the KGB theories seems rather unwisely.

2.3. The complete KGB theory

In the previous sections we followed a novel approach to
the evaluation of the stability of linear scalar perturbations by
rewriting the ghost-free (15) and gradient-free (16) conditions
in terms of background quantities, like the partial energy den-
sities Ωi and the equation of state parameters wϕ and weff. Our
main purpose with this approach is to have a better physical
intuition about the requirements for a given model to produce
stable scalar perturbations. In this section, we will apply the
very same strategy now for the full KGB theory.

When both K and G functions are non-trivial, the ghost-free
condition (15) cannot be re-expressed solely in terms of the pre-
vious background quantities but

D =
3ΩB

J

[
3ΩJ(ΩB

J − 2) +
(
3 + Ωr − 3Ωϕ

)
ΩB

J

]
6
[
ΩJ − (1 + wϕ)Ωϕ

] > 0, (34)

where

ΩJ B
ϕ̇J

3H2 , (35)

ΩB
J B

2ϕ̇XGX

H
, (36)

are the partial energy densities for the contributions of the shift-
current, J, and that of the braiding function, G, to the differ-
ent terms in the expression for scalar field energy density ρϕ in
equation (9), respectively. Please note that ΩB

J coincide with
the definition of αB [40], see equation (18). It is also important
to highlight that the physical constraint of Ωϕ ∈ [0, 1] does not

imply, in general, any bound on the value of these auxiliary par-
tial energy densities. Their value can be arbitrary large and/or
negative.

Similarly, the gradient-free condition (16) can be translated
to

c2
s =

1
D

ΩB
J (2 −ΩB

J )
2

+ 3ΩJ + 3(2 + η)
[
ΩJ − (1 + wϕ)Ωϕ

] ≥ 0,

(37)

being

η B
2XGXX

GX
, (38)

a relevant quantity for the discussion in the next section. Please
note that when G or K are trivial, the above expressions reduce
to those obtained in sections 2.1 and 2.2, respectively.

Contrary to the cases analysed in the previous sections, con-
ditions (34) and (37) can be satisfied simultaneously for a wide
variety of models including those with phantom behaviour. For
instance, considering η to be positive (since this will be cru-
cial in the incoming sections) we show all the possible cases
where both inequalities are satisfied in Appendix A. Neverthe-
less, since ΩB

J and ΩJ are not physically meaningful quantities
as Ωϕ is, it is difficult to extract the most general conditions
the functions K and G should meet in order to produce a stable
model. Anyway, there are examples of such models in the lit-
erature. For example, in reference [10] the authors analyse the
case of K and G being proportional to X. They also show there
that the resulting cosmological model has completely stable lin-
ear scalar perturbations even though the scalar field is violat-
ing the NEC. (Note, however, that their model does not feature
super-acceleration since 1+weff > 0 always.) More examples of
stable KGB models can be found in references [23, 60, 61, 62].
Hence, it is possible to construct reliable cosmological models
with the scalar field coming from shift-symmetric KGB theo-
ries when both k-essence and braiding functions are non-trivial.

2.4. Summary
Could we describe a stable DE component with a scalar field

coming from shift-symmetric KGB theories? There is no prob-
lem to describe it with a k-essence term if it satisfies the NEC.
However, it is well-known that k-essence suffers from instabili-
ties if the NEC is violated by the scalar field [35]. Moreover, the
scalar field energy density should be always phantom or non-
phantom since k-essence cannot produce a phantom-crossing
[27] (see also [28]). Hence, if we interpret current data as
favouring the presence of a slight violation of the NEC in the
DE sector at present times, then, the scalar field should have
always violated the NEC. In this scenario, a k-essence proposal
will be plagued with a gradient or a ghost instability. With an
appropriate selection for the function K, however, the gradient-
free condition can be satisfied for (even) NEC-violating mod-
els. Nevertheless, the resulting scalar field will feature a ghost
DOF; yet this may not always be catastrophic. As we have
discussed, it would be interesting to explore whether it is pos-
sible to have a ghost mode in cosmology without destabilising
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the classical nor the semi-classical regimes of the theory. While
this may be feasible, addressing both the H0 and S 8 tensions (in
case the latter is confirmed) by means of late-time physics only
continues to pose an insurmountable obstacle in the k-essence
scenario, since no phantom-crossing is possible (see discussion
in references [30, 31]).

The situation is significantly worsen when only the braiding
function G is present in the scalar field’s action (1). Scalar per-
turbations are always ghostly if the scalar field acts as a DE
component, i.e. if wϕ < −1/3 (see condition (31)) not only
for phantom models. This is aggravated even further by the
fact that a gradient instability is also present in any realistic
model that interpolates between an initial radiation dominated
epoch and a late-time accelerated expansion regime; see Figure
1. Hence, the term G2ϕ alone in the action (1) is not a viable
option for modelling DE.

Finally, when considering the sum of k-essence and the braid-
ing term the situation is different. Following the same strat-
egy we have used to analyse the preceding marginal examples,
we have recovered the well-known result that the conditions
for the avoidance of ghost and gradient instabilities can be si-
multaneously fulfilled even when the ϕ-fluid violates the NEC
(see Appendix A). Although the lack of a physical intuition
for the auxiliary quantities ΩJ and ΩB

J did not allow us to re-
strict the possible phenomenology of the theory as stringently
as for the previous cases, note that linearly stable KGB mod-
els have been already reported in the literature (see for instance
[23, 60, 61, 62] and references therein). This fact points to the
viability (from the point of view of the stability of linear scalar
perturbations) of modelling a realistic DE component with the
scalar field from the KGB theory extra space, at least in princi-
ple.

3. Beyond scalar perturbations

In section 2 we have discussed the absence of ghost and gra-
dient instabilities in the linearised scalar perturbations around
a flat FLRW background. In the approach followed, interac-
tions between scalar, vector and tensor perturbations were not
present, since they decoupled at the linear level. However, these
interactions can appear when going beyond the linear regime
and may be important. In fact, the interaction between tensor
perturbations (essentially GWs) and DE fluctuations may in-
duce ghost and/or gradient instabilities in the scalar sector, as
it was pointed out in reference [32]. In that case, the stability
conditions discussed in the previous sections do not guarantee
the viability of the theory2, since the braiding term in the action
can destabilize the theory through a GWs-DE interaction. As
a concrete example, for cubic Galileon (which corresponds to
G(X) ∝ X) this effect is detrimental when |αB| ≥ 10−2; that is to
say, if the effects of the braiding are sizeable [32].

In general, the result of reference [32] raises serious doubts
on the viability of any KGB theory (different from k-essence)

2See also references [33, 34] for a discussion on the decay of GWs into
scalar fluctuations when Lorentz invariance is spontaneously broken.

aiming to describe the currently observed abundance of DE in
the Universe. Nevertheless, as the authors of that reference
commented (see also reference [63]), it is also important to
analyse the fate of the instabilities once they are originated. The
fate of the theory after the instability is reached is, however, un-
certain since it depends on an unknown UV-completion.

In the following, we review the arguments and notation pre-
sented in reference [32]; that is section 3.1. By arguing that
the absence of gradient instabilities is more fundamental from
the point of view of the evolution of classical perturbations, we
present in section 3.2 a necessary condition for the interaction
with GWs to induce only a ghost-like instability in the scalar
sector. In section 3.3 we explore whether this mechanism could
be implemented by some reasonable KGB model.

3.1. Interaction with gravitational waves: a review
In reference [32] the authors use the EFT approach to dis-

cuss the interaction between DE perturbations and GWs. (See
Appendix B for a review on the EFT approach to DE.) For
this effect to be sizeable one needs a cubic coupling ππγ in the
perturbed action, where γ stands for tensor perturbations (es-
sentially GWs) and π denotes scalar field fluctuations [32] (not
to be confused with the scalar field ϕ itself). In the covariant
version of the theory, the interaction ππγ is related to the Cubic
Horndeski operator; i.e. the braiding term G2ϕ in action (1).
Nevertheless, this interaction vertex is also present in beyond
Horndeski theories [32, 33, 34].

The interaction between DE perturbations and GWs is con-
veniently addressed in the Newtonian gauge [32]

g00 = −(1 + 2Φ) and gi j = a2(1 − 2Ψ)(eγ)i j, (39)

where Φ and Ψ are the Newtonian potentials, and γi j is trans-
verse and traceless. At leading order, the Lagrangian density
describing this interaction reads3 [32]

Lπ =
1
2

[
π̇2 − c2

s ∂iπ∂
iπ

]
−

1
Λ3

B

□π∂µπ∂
µπ +

η

Λ3
B

π̈∂iπ∂
iπ

+ Γµν∂µπ∂νπ −
Λ3

B

2
πΓµνΓ

µν, (43)

3This Lagrangian density follows from restoring time diffeomorphism in the
EFT action (B.15) for the KGB theory using the Stückelberg procedure. That
is, by performing in the action (B.15) the transformation t → t + π(t, xi), where
π denotes the scalar field fluctuations. The relevant transformations in this case
are [64] (see also [32])

δg00 → δg00 + 2g0µ∂µπ + gµν∂µπ∂νπ, (40)

δK → δK − (1 − π̇)gi j∂i∂ jπ +
2
a2 ∂iπ∂

iπ̇ + . . . , (41)

where the former transformation is an exact relation to all order in π, whereas
the latter has been expanded up-to second order in perturbations. After restoring
full gauge invariance, the Newtonian gauge (39) can be implemented. The
Lagrangian density (43) is finally obtained after solving (at linear order) for the
Newtonian potentials in terms of π, and canonically normalizing the scalar and
tensor fluctuations as [32]

π→
√

DHπ and γij →
1
√

2
γij, (42)

respectively, being D the ghost function (15).
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where the expansion of the Universe has been neglected and
indices are raised/lowered with the Minkowski metric. In addi-
tion, c2

s is given by expression (16) and

Γµν B
γ̇µν

Λ2 , (44)

Λ2 B

√
2H2D
m̄3

1

, (45)

Λ3
B B −

2H3D
3
2

m̄3
1

, (46)

being D the ghost factor (15). Moreover, the parameter η is
defined through the relation [32]

4m̄3
2 = −(1 + η)m̄3

1, (47)

where m̄3
1 and m̄3

2 are functions on the background time, t,
that appear in the EFT action (B.15). This parameter is use-
ful for measuring deviations with respect to cubic Galileon (i.e.
G(X) ∝ X) for which η is zero and, therefore, 4m̄3

2 = −m̄3
1.

(Further details can be found in Appendix B.) The covariant
version of this parameter can be obtained from the expression
for the mass parameters m̄3

1 and m̄3
2 in terms of the function G

and its derivatives (see Appendix B). Taking the expressions
(B.43) and (B.44) into account, it is straightforward to obtain
that the covariant version of η is nothing but the quantity we
already have defined in equation (38). That is η = 2XGXX/GX .

The field equation for the scalar field perturbation, π, follows
from varying the action corresponding to the Lagrangian den-
sity (43). This reads [32]

π̈ − c2
s∇

2π +
2
Λ3

B

[
(∂µ∂νπ)(∂ µ∂νπ) − (2π)2

]
+

1
2
Λ3

BΓµνΓ
µν

+
2η
Λ3

B

[
(∂iπ̇)(∂iπ̇) − π̈∇2π

]
+ 2Γ µν∂µπ∂νπ = 0, (48)

where ∇2 ≡ ηi j∂i∂ j. Here we will restrict our discussion to
the case where π propagates subluminally, that is when c2

s < 1
[32]. (The luminal and superluminal cases are discussed in ref-
erence [32].) In this scenario, the lightcone for π is narrower
than the one for the GWs, since c2

GWs = 1 [32, 34]. Conse-
quently, the DE fluctuations are not sensitive to the source of
the GWs, provided we are far enough from the source of emis-
sion [32, 34]. To address the DE-GWs interaction, therefore,
we can consider the following classical GW solution with lin-
ear polarization “+” travelling in the z direction [32, 34]

γi j = h+0 sin [ω(t − z)] ϵ+i j, (49)

being ϵ+i j = diag(1,−1, 0) and h+0 the dimensionless strain am-
plitude. Then, it follows from the definition (44) that

Γ00 = Γ0i = 0 , Γi j =
βc2

s

2
cos [ω(t − z)] ϵ+i j, (50)

being

β B
2ωh+0
c2

s |Λ
2|
=

√
2ωh+0

H2c2
s

∣∣∣∣∣∣ m̄3
1

D

∣∣∣∣∣∣ , (51)

a parameter.
The field equation (48) simplifies significantly when written

in the null coordinates [32]

u B t − z and v B t + z. (52)

Since there is no intersection between the region where the
source of emission of the GWs is active and the past lightcone
of π, there is a translational invariance along the latter null coor-
dinate [32]. This suggests the änstaz π = π(u) for the solutions
of the field equation (48). By defining

φ B
π

Λ3
B

, (53)

equation (48) reduces to [32]

φ′′(u) = −
ΓµνΓ

µν

2(1 − c2
s)
= −

β2c4
s

4(1 − c2
s)

cos2(ωu), (54)

where prime denotes derivation w.r.t. the null coordinate u. In
addition, the relations (50) have been used in the second equal-
ity. From this result it follows that φ is always decelerating
along the null direction u.

The stability of a general solution to the equation (54),
namely π̂, can be addressed by analysing the tensor structure of
the kinetic part related to the quadratic action for small fluctu-
ations around that solution. That is, by considering π = π̂ + δπ
and expanding the Lagrangian density (43) around the back-
ground solution π̂ coming from equation (54). This leads to
[32] (see also reference [65])

L
(2)
kinetic = Zµν(π̂) ∂µδπ ∂νδπ, (55)

where the values of the kinetic matrix Zµν depend on the space-
time coordinates through the background solution π̂. These are
[32]

Z00 =
1
2
+ (2 + η)φ′′(u)

=
1
2

[
1 −

c4
sβ

2

2(1 − c2
s)

(2 + η) cos2 (ωu)
]
, (56a)

Z11 = −
c2

s

2
+ Γ11 + ηφ′′(u)

= −
c2

s

2

[
1 − β cos (ωu) +

c2
sβ

2

2(1 − c2
s)
η cos2 (ωu)

]
, (56b)

Z22 = −
c2

s

2
+ Γ22 + ηφ′′(u)

= −
c2

s

2

[
1 + β cos (ωu) +

c2
sβ

2

2(1 − c2
s)
η cos2 (ωu)

]
, (56c)

Z33 = −
c2

s

2
+ (2 + η)φ′′(u)

= −
c2

s

2

[
1 +

c2
sβ

4

2(1 − c2
s)

(2 + η) cos2 (ωu)
]
, (56d)

Z03 = Z30 = (2 + η)φ′′(u)

= −
c4

sβ
2

4(1 − c2
s)

(2 + η) cos2 (ωu) , (56e)
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where φ′′ is given by equation (54). (Recall that we are con-
sidering here only the case of subluminal propagation for π̂, i.e.
c2

s < 1. See reference [32] for a discussion when c2
s ≥ 1.)

It should be highlighted that for a general time-dependent ki-
netic term like (55) there is no clear definition of stability [65].
However, in the limit where the time and length scales consid-
ered are much shorter than the rate of variation of π̂, it is per-
fectly acceptable to analyse the stability of the system as if the
kinetic matrix Zµν were constant [65] (see also reference [32]).
Within this local approximation to the stability of the theory, the
absence of a gradient instability will be determined by the cor-
rect relative signs between the terms involving time and spatial
derivatives in the corresponding action (55). It is convenient,
however, to move to Fourier space and directly analyse the dis-
persion relation for a mode with four-momentum kµ = (ω, ki)
since the kinetic matrix Zµν is not in diagonal form. For the
Lagrangian density (55), the dispersion relation reads [65]

Zµνkµkν = 0. (57)

Moreover, multiplying this relation by Z00, it is possible to re-
expressed it as [65](

Z0iki − Z00ω
)2
=

(
Z0iZ0 j − Z00Zi j

)
kik j, (58)

when Z00 is not trivial. We recall that indices have been
raised/lowered with the Minkowski metric. The absence of a
gradient instability demands all frequencies, ω, to be real for
any wave vector ki. Otherwise, exponentially growing modes
will be present. It is straightforward to notice from the above
expression that this stability is guaranteed if the spatial matrix
Z0iZ0 j − Z00Zi j is positive defined [65]. Since this matrix is
diagonal for the Zµν found in (56), in our case of interest the
positive-definedness condition reduces to

Z0iZ0 j − Z00Zi j ≥ 0, (59)

for all spatial directions.
In addition to the previous condition, the ghost-like instabil-

ity is avoided if [65]

Z00 > 0. (60)

It is interesting to note that a theory with Z00 < 0 can be also
made stable provided it features superluminal excitations and
that one can boost to a frame with Z00 > 0 [66]. However, we
will not discuss this case here. Also note that the conditions
(59) and (60) reduce to the standard ones when the matrix Zµν

is in diagonal form [42].
When η is always trivial (that is when considering the case of

cubic Galileon only, i.e. G ∝ X), the ghost-free condition (60)
leads to

| β | <
1
c2

s

√
1 − c2

s , (61)

which follows from demanding the factor ahead of the trigono-
metric term in equation (56a) to be less than one. Moreover,
the expression (Z03)2 − Z00Z33 is always positive when η ≡ 0.

Therefore, there is not a gradient instability in the z direction.
The background solution π̂, on the other hand, does not affect
the entries Z11 and Z22. For | β | > 1, these entries oscillate
between positive and negative values in a way that condition
(59) could never be fulfilled. Avoiding this oscillations in the
(x, y)-plane demands

| β | < 1. (62)

For a non-relativistic speed of sound, cs, condition (62) is
clearly more restrictive than the ghost-free condition (61).
Therefore, by demanding | β | < 1 the stability conditions
(59) and (60) are simultaneously fulfilled in the non-relativistic
regime.

The complete stability region (including relativistic cs) is
shown in green in figure 2. As there can be seen, | β | < 1 is
a necessary condition for the absence of ghost and gradient in-
stabilities when η is trivial4. Owing to the definition of β in
equation (51), this condition results in a tight constraint over
m̄3

1 [32]. Please note that there is a direct relation between m̄3
1

and αB, which essentially measures the amount of braiding in
the theory. This is

m̄3
1 = αB, (63)

as follows from comparing equations (18) and (B.43). The
observational bounds for αB coming from the stability condi-
tion of | β | < 1 are discussed in reference [32]. To that aim,
the authors there have considered a GWs-background as that
generated by the event GW150914 [67] with a chirp mass of
Mc = 28M⊙ and f = 30 Hz at a distance of 1 Mpc. They found
that the condition of | β | < 1 directly translates to |αB| ≤ 10−2

for that event [32], see definition of β in equation (51). Thus,
they conclude that the braiding part should not have any size-
able effect in order to avoid the destabilising interaction with
GWs when η is zero [32]. Moreover, similar conclusions apply
to the case of c2

s = 1 [32]. It was also argued that the same
results should hold for the superluminal case, c2

s > 1, but no
explicit calculations were provided due to technical difficulties
[32].

On the contrary, if η , 0, then, the oscillations in the spatial
entries Z11 and Z22 can be avoided even for | β | > 1 provided
that η is sufficiently large and positive (see appendix A of refer-
ence [32]). Hence, this may provide a mechanism for having a
stable theory with | β | > 1. If that is the case, then, the strong
observational bounds for αB discussed in reference [32] shall be
revised. The larger the value of η, however, the harder avoiding
a ghost instability will be since this quantity enters linearly in
the factor ahead of the trigonometric term in expression (56a).
Therefore, one should carefully explore the region of viability
for the optimal effect when η > 0. We address this discussion
in the next sections.

3.2. Loophole hunting
Condition (62) places a strong restriction to the maximum

amount of braiding a theory may have in order to avoid the

4Note, however, that this conditions is not sufficient to guarantee the stabil-
ity for values of cs close to the speed of light.
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destabilising interaction with GWs described in reference [32].
As a result from that constraint, the braiding part should not
have any sizeable effects when data from GWs events are taken
into account [32]. However, this restrictions holds only for the
special case of η ≡ 0. In a more general situation, it would
be possible to ease the constraint in equation (62) provided that
η is positive enough to ensure that all spatial direction in the
kinetic matrix Zµν are negative. This is obviously not the case
for G ∝ X for which η is trivial [32], but may be possible for
models beyond a linear function G.

Inspired by the fact that the ghost-free condition (61) is
less restrictive than the constraint in equation (62) for non-
relativistic sound velocities when η is trivial, we explore here
the possibility of a ghost-free and gradient-free theory with
| β | > 1 when η , 0. If that possibility comes to be true, then,
the previously mentioned observational bound of |αB| ≤ 10−2

[32] should be revised. (Recall the definition of β in equation
(51).) This may indicate that KGB theory could have sizeable
effects at cosmological scales after all.

In general, the ghost-free condition (60) implies

| β | <
1
c2

s

√
2(1 − c2

s)
2 + η

, (64)

which follows from demanding the factor ahead of the trigono-
metric term in equation (56a) to be less than one. The gradient-
free condition (59) is automatically satisfied in the z direction
since the combination

(Z03)2 − Z00Z33 =
c2

s

4

[
1 +

(2 + η)β2c2
s

2
cos2(ωu)

]
, (65)

is always positive for the values of interest for η. Whereas in
the xy-plane the absence of a gradient instability implies

Z00 Z11 < 0, (66)

Z00 Z22 < 0, (67)

as follows from comparing the gradient-free condition (59) with
the expressions for the Zµν found in equations (56). Contrary to
the case of η ≡ 0, the oscillations in the spatial entries Z11 and
Z22 can be avoided even for | β | > 1 provided that η is suffi-
ciently large and positive. Taking into account their explicit ex-
pressions in equations (56b) and (56c), respectively, we found
that for

η >
1 − c2

s

2c2
s
, (68)

these terms are always negative. Therefore, a model satisfying
the above condition will be free from gradient instabilities in
the xy-plane if and only if Z00 is positive. That is to say, if
the ghost-free condition (64) is also satisfied. In other words,
condition (64) and the new constraint found in equation (68)
ensure the total stability of the system.

We should emphasise the fact that the above condition does
not depend on the specific properties of the GWs (local proper-
ties) but only on the value of c2

s , which depends on the KGB

functions. It is also interesting to note that if scalar pertur-
bations propagate close to the speed of light, then, condition
(68) is easily satisfied if η is just slightly positive. However,
this regime would strongly constraint β to vanish, see equation
(64). For a model with a non-negligible amount of braiding,
this suggests that avoiding GWs-induced instabilities becomes
more difficult if DE fluctuations propagate with a relativistic
speed of sound. Conversely, the ghost-free condition (64) is
compatible with | β | ≫ 1 if c2

s is small. Nevertheless, η should
diverge strongly than 1/c2

s in order to avoid the gradient insta-
bility in this regime. This behaviour is summarised in figure
2. There we show different slices at constant η of the stabil-
ity region where conditions (64) and (68) are simultaneously
fulfilled. The green region corresponds to the case of η ≡ 0
(compare with figure 2 in reference [32]). As discussed be-
fore, the absolute value of β is always confined there to be less
than one. Alternatively, this region becomes significantly big-
ger for small speed of sound if η is positive. In fact, stability
at | β | ≈ 10 is possible for η of the order of twenty. Please
note that this suppose an enlargement of the stability region by
a factor of ten w.r.t. the green zone. Moreover, this region can
be amplified even more at low cs for larger values of η. In the
high cs regime, however, the stability zone narrows compared
to the case of η trivial.

In view of these results, we postulate that the would-be KGB
candidate that could ease (to some extent) the restrictions from
the interaction with GWs described in reference [32] must meet
the following necessary (but not sufficient) conditions. It should
produce a non-relativistic speed of sound, cs, and a large value
of η. The definition of both quantities in terms of the KGB
functions and its derivatives can be found in equations (16) and
(38), respectively. However, if for the selected model DE per-
turbations propagate at relativistic speeds, then, smaller values
of η are preferred. In any case, the contribution of the braiding
part in that regime should be negligible.

It should be also mentioned that, within the spirit of the dis-
cussion in past sections, one may consider the possibility to re-
lax the ghost-free condition (64) and be concerned only with en-
suring a gradient-free spectrum. Of course, this will drastically
reduce the restrictions on the theory. Although the possibility of
a ghost-mode in cosmology sets an interesting discussion, here
there is a technical difficulty in pursuing that direction. Given
the structure of Z00 in equation (56a), if the condition (64) is
violated then the sign of Z00 is not always negative (ghost mode
excited) but fluctuates. Moreover, this fluctuation will jeopar-
dise the relations (66) and (67) since the functional dependence
of Z00, Z11 and Z22 on cos(ωu) is different. Thus, if the ghost-
free condition is violated, then, gradient instabilities in the xy-
plane will also (periodically) appear within each fluctuation of
the GWs.

3.3. No natural dark energy
A natural KGB candidate to test our hypothesis is that when

η is a constant. From its expression in terms of G and its deriva-
tives (38), this implies that

G(X) = cGX
2+η

2 , (69)
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Figure 2: Slices at constant η of the stability region where conditions (64) and
(68) are simultaneously satisfied. Within these regions, the interaction between
DE fluctuations and GWs described in reference [32] does not induced a ghost
or gradient instability. The green zone represent the stability at η = 0. This is
the corresponding region for cubic Galileon, i.e. G ∝ X (compare with figure
2 in reference [32]). The darker shaded areas represent the stability at different
non-zero values of η.

being cG a coupling constant. That is a power-law prescription
for the braiding function G. Consequently, the case of η con-
stant provide not only a natural choice to test our proposal but
a physically relevant model. For this model, the resulting speed
of sound squared should be constrained as

1
1 + 2η

< c2
s < 1, (70)

in order to fulfil condition (68). This results in a lower limit
for c2

s that should be satisfied (at least) during the cosmologi-
cal evolution where interactions with GWs are expected. Please
note that this is in agreement with the results presented in refer-
ence [68], where the possibility of a vanishing speed of sound
was shown to be disfavoured. It should be also highlighted that,
even though having a constant η is a very restrictive consider-
ation, the results from exploring this case should also hold (at
least asymptotically) for any other model for which η converges
to a constant value. In other words, the physical conclusions
from exploring a model like (69) should also apply asymptoti-
cally to any KGB theory for which the function G converges, at
some point, to a power-law function.

In order to explore whether this mechanism can be conducted
by a reasonable KGB model, we select a power-law function for
the k-essence part as well. That is, we also consider

K(X) = cK Xα, (71)

where α is a constant and cK equals to +1 or −1. For the
KGB model given by the functions (69) and (71), we have
numerically explored the parameter-space spanned by {(η >
0) × α × cG}. As our main purpose, at this stage, is to examine
the stability of the KGB theory, not to confront it with observa-
tional data, we have considered the initial conditions H0 = 73.2
km s−1 Mpc−1, Ωϕ0 ≈ 0.68, Ωm0 ≈ 0.32 and Ωr0 ≈ 10−5 at face
value for the numerical integrations (in line with local direct
measurements as those reported in reference [56]).

Our numerical analysis has shown two main tendencies for
these models. First, we found that the ghost-free and gradient-
free conditions discussed in section 2 (where scalar perturba-
tions decouple from GWs at linear order) are not fulfilled for
all the parameter-space, but only in some regions. Second, for
the models that satisfy the ghost-free and gradient-free at linear
order, we have found that the condition (68) is always violated
at some point during the (past) evolution of the system. We
summarise these findings with the two proxy KGB candidates
shown in figures 3 to 6. In the former, we consider η = 0.4,
α = 0.6 and cG ranging form 9 · 10−11 to 9.3 · 10−11. As can
be appreciate in figure 3, this simple KGB model has a com-
pelling behaviour on the background level. Depending on the
value of the coupling constant cG, the fractional contribution
of the scalar field to the total energy of the universe picks at
matter-radiation equality, rendering this model as a potentially
interesting Early Dark Energy (EDE) candidate (see a review on
EDE in, for instance, reference [75]). Moreover, the resulting
evolution of the Hubble rate at low redshift can be, in princi-
ple, made compatible with the current data available from di-
rect measurements5. At the level of linear scalar perturbations,
the ghost-free and gradient-free conditions are always satisfied,
even though the model at hands shows a slight phantom be-
haviour at present time; see figure 4. Nevertheless, as can be
seen in figure 5, the condition (68) is never fulfilled for the
domain of the numerical integration (that is from zi = 106 to
z f = −0.999). Since this bound is always violated, the signs of
Z11 and Z22 will alternate between positive and negative values
if | β | > 1. In that case, conditions (66) and (67) could not be
always satisfied during the period of a single oscillation of the
GWs. As a result, the interaction between DE fluctuations and
GWs will induce (at least) a gradient instability for certain (pe-
riodic) values of the argument ω(t− z) if the amount of braiding
is non-negligible. Hence, this model cannot provide a working
example for the mechanism we discussed in section 3.2.

A second example is shown in figure 6. This corresponds to
η = 2, α = 2 and cK = −1 in expressions (69) and (71). In
this case, the coupling constant cG takes values from 4.5 · 10−4

to 4.8 · 10−4. The background evolution of this proxy model
is still compatible with low redshift measurements, but shows
some tensions with data above z ≈ 1 for some values of cG;
see left panel in figure 6. The right panel shows the fulfillment
of the condition (68). This condition is always satisfied in the
asymptotic past of the model (within the limits of the integra-
tion domain). Unfortunately, it is consistently violated when the
scalar field becomes dominant, if not even before that moment.
As a result, interaction between DE fluctuations and GWs will
induce (at least) a gradient instability if the amount of braiding
is non-negligible.

The models represented in figures 3 to 6 illustrate the gen-
eral behaviour we found for the functions (69) and (71). Even

5We recall that we have not fitted the parameters of the model at hands
with observational data. Contrary, the previous statement comes from just
comparing the resulting H(z) with what to be expected taking into account
the current data coming from direct measurements collected from references
[69, 70, 71, 72, 73].
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Figure 3: Numerical evolution for η = 0.4 and α = 0.6 in expressions (69) and (71), respectively. In addition, the coupling constant cK equals minus unity, whereas
cG ranges from 9 · 10−11 to 9.3 · 10−11. Left panel represents the evolution of the partial energy densities for radiation, matter and the scalar field. Right panels show
the evolution of the Hubble rate at low redshift compared to direct measurements collected from references [69, 70, 71, 72, 73] (see also Table II in reference [74]).

though there exist regions in the parameter-space for which
D > 0 and c2

s ≥ 0 always, the condition (68) is, in the best case
scenario, fulfilled only for a finite time during the (past) evo-
lution of the model. Moreover, this condition is systematically
violated (at the latest) when the scalar field becomes dominant.
Hence, a GWs-induced instability, like that described in refer-
ence [32] if the amount of braiding is non-negligible, seems to
be inevitable for the models at hands.

However, it is important to emphasize that the numerical
screening of the (η, α)-plane we have performed is not an an-
alytic proof of the non-viability of the KGB example given by
the functions (69) and (71). Moreover, a different choice for
the K function may also affect the results. Nevertheless, given
the naturalness of power-law functions in physics and the lack
of a positive conclusion in our numerical analysis, we suspect
that finding a KGB model that could conduct the mechanism we
discussed in section 3.2 for avoiding a GWs-induced instability
[32] would be rather difficult, if not impossible.

4. What is left?

The braiding term G2ϕ in the scalar field action (1) has been
shown to interact with GWs in such a way that it produces a
ghost and/or a gradient instability in the scalar perturbations if
the amount of braiding present at cosmological scales is non-
negligible [32]. Motivated by the fact that the stability analysis
in reference [32] was mainly performed for the special case of
cubic Galileon, i.e. G ∝ X, in this paper we have proposed
a theoretical mechanism to avoid these GW-induced instabili-
ties for KGB models beyond cubic Galileon. This mechanism
relies on having a large and positive η (quantity that measure
deviations w.r.t. a linear function G) for expanding the stability
region to | β | ≫ 1 at low values of the speed of sound, as shown
in figure 2. It should be mentioned, however, that the parameter
β is not only proportional to the amount of braiding in the the-
ory (through m̄3

1 or, equivalently, αB) but to the strain amplitude
of the GWs as well, see equation (51). If observational data of

GWs events with higher and higher strain amplitudes is con-
sidered, then the resulting m̄3

1 (or αB) will still be constrained
to be negligible, even though our mechanism could extend the
stability region to larger values of β. In that scenario, the con-
clusion in reference [32] about the non-viability of the braiding
at cosmological scales will be only marginally affected by the
discussion we have proposed here. Nevertheless, before finally
concluding that the KGB theory should not have any sizeable
effects, the fate of these instabilities, once originated, should be
addressed. This lays beyond the scope of the present work.

We have also explored whether some reasonable KGB candi-
date could conducted the theoretical mechanism proposed here
for evading GWs-induced instabilities. Unfortunately, using
numerical simulations with a power-law prescription for the
functions K and G we have not been able to find a working
example for this effect. As we commented in section 3.3, the
power-law choice for G provides a physically relevant case for
our mechanism to work. Therefore, we consider the lack of a
working example with power-law functions as a solid hint to-
wards the non-viability of a cosmological braiding like the one
present in the shift-symmetric KGB theories.

Conversely, the k-essence part in the KGB action (1) triv-
ially evades the constraints coming from references [32, 33, 34].
Moreover, this scalar field theory can feature ghost-free and
gradient-free scalar perturbations if the NEC is satisfied for the
DE sector. As we have discussed, however, the ghost-free and
gradient-free conditions for k-essence are anti-correlated when
the NEC is violated. Therefore, if we were to describe a DE
component that violates the NEC (a possibility that is obser-
vationally viable [29]) with a single scalar field within the k-
essence theory, then we will inevitably face a ghost or a gradient
instability. Whether the instability will be ghost- or gradient-
like depends, ultimately, on the function K. It is also impor-
tant to note that k-essence cannot produce a phantom crossing
[27, 28]. Hence, the scalar field will always be phantom or non-
phantom, with the stability issues this may entail in the former
case. This points towards the impossibility of solving simulta-
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Figure 4: Numerical evolution for η = 0.4 and α = 0.6 in expressions (69) and (71), respectively. In addition, the coupling constant cK equals minus unity, whereas
cG ranges from 9 · 10−11 to 9.3 · 10−11. Left panel represents the speed of sound squared, c2

s , as defined in equation (16). Right figure shows the evolution of the
ghost parameter D defined in equation (15). As can be seen, linear order perturbations (where scalar perturbations are decoupled form GWs) are always stable even
though the scalar field displays a phantom behaviour at present epoch.
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Figure 5: Numerical evolution for η = 0.4 and α = 0.6 in expressions (69) and
(71). Taking cK = −1, the curves represent the ratio (1− c2

s )/2c2
s from equation

(68) for different values of the coupling constant cG . The horizontal line depicts
the upper-bound for this ratio found in expression (68). Clearly the model never
satisfies this bound for the domain of the numerical integration and, therefore,
the interaction with GWs always introduce (at least) a gradient instability in the
scalar sector.

neously the H0 and S 8 tensions with late-time modifications to
ΛCDM à la k-essence should the S 8 tension be still present in
future observations, as this resolution would demand a phantom
crossing [30, 31]. With this potential limitation in mind, an in-
teresting extension of the k-essence scenario is that when more
than one scalar field is present [76, 77]. In that case, the ef-
fective DE fluid can cross the phantom divide [78] even though
each scalar field, namely ϕi, is restricted to the phantom or non-
phantom regime in the same way as described in section 2.1.

It should be noted that the discussion presented in this work
will be only partially affected if we allow the shift-symmetry
to be (weakly) broken at some regimes. This would introduce
an explicit dependence on the scalar field ϕ in the functions
K and G. The destabilising interaction between GWs and the
braiding term will still occur even for G = G(ϕ, X) [32]. How-
ever, it would be interesting to explore whether the mechanism
proposed in section 3.2 will have a better performance in that
case. If not, then, the braiding term should not have any size-
able effect and the surviving theory will be effectively that of k-
essence. For this non-shift-symmetric k-essence theory, no ad-
ditional terms will appear in the formulas for the scalar field en-
ergy density and pressure, or in the equations for c2

s and D; see
the corresponding expressions in, for instance, reference [10].
Thus, our compulsions about the linear stability of the theory
shall remain the same as for the shift-symmetric k-essence case.
In addition to the previous considerations, the k-essence scalar
field cannot produce a phantom crossing even if K = K(ϕ, X);
see reference [27, 28]. Therefore, the conclusions presented in
section 2.1 shall remain unchanged.

Along this line of thought, another possible extension of the
k-essence theory is that when a non-minimal coupling to gravity
is allowed for the scalar field. Assuming that the external matter
field are minimally coupled to the metric gµν, the gravitational
part of the total action would read

S g =

∫
d4x
√
−g

[
f (ϕ)R + K(ϕ, X)

]
, (72)

where the non-minimal coupling function f can only depend
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Figure 6: Numerical evolution for η = 2 and α = 2 in expressions (69) and (71), respectively. In addition, the coupling constant cK equals minus unity, whereas cG
ranges from 4.5 · 10−11 to 4.8 · 10−11. Left panel shows the evolution of the Hubble rate at low redshift compared to direct measurements collected from references
[69, 70, 71, 72, 73] (see also Table II in reference [74]). Right panel represents the ratio (1 − c2

s )/2c2
s from equation (68). The horizontal line there depicts the

upper-bound this ratio should satisfy to avoid a GWs-induced gradient instability; see inequality (68).

on the scalar field, but not on its kinetic term X. This is due
to strong restrictions on the speed of propagation of GWs; see
reference [16]. Please note that this scalar field theory would
also trivially evade the constraints from [32]. Nevertheless,
the non-minimal coupling may introduce a fifth-force at lo-
cal scales. Therefore, some mechanism should be invoked to
screen this force on astrophysical scales; see, for instance, ref-
erences [79, 80, 81] and references therein.

Furthermore, within the spirit of analysing fundamental sym-
metries in order to address DE, we should also briefly men-
tion the possibility of considering a scalar field with an ac-
tion that is invariant just under transverse diffeomorphisms
[74, 82, 83, 84]. In this case, one can describe phenomenol-
ogy of interest for the dark sector even with a shift-symmetric
field with a canonical kinetic term [74, 84]. On the other
hand, one can consider more general theories invariant only
under transverse diffeomorphisms [85, 86], being the most
prominent example that of Unimodular Gravity [87] (see also
[88, 89, 90, 91, 92]). Finally, as it is well-known, more general
alternative theories of gravity goes beyond the consideration of
a scalar field to describe the dark sector [93].
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Appendix A. Stability of linear scalar perturbation

In this appendix we discuss the possibility of satisfying si-
multaneously the ghost and gradient-free conditions for linear
scalar perturbations given by the inequalities (34) and (37), re-
spectively. In order to make our notation more compact, it will
be useful to introduce the two following reference scales

Ω⋆ B
(3 + Ωr − 3Ωϕ)ΩB

J

3(2 −ΩB
J )

, (A.1)

Ω̄ B
2 + η
3 + η

(1 + wϕ)Ωϕ −
ΩB

J (2 −ΩB
J )

6(3 + η)
, (A.2)

where Ω⋆ is well-defined only for ΩB
J , 2. The case of ΩB

J = 2
can be directly addressed using the expressions (34) and (37).
We consider here the parameter η to be positive since that is
the case proposed in section 3.2 for avoiding a GWs-induced
gradient instability. Also note that the quantity Ωr + 3 − 3Ωϕ is
always positive6. Hence, Ω⋆ is positive if ΩB

J ∈ (0, 2), whereas
it is negative for ΩB

J < 0 and ΩB
J > 2.

Combining the ghost and the gradient-free conditions lead to
the following scenarios in which both conditions are satisfied
for η non-negative:

Scenario 1. (ΩB
J < 0, ΩJ > max{(1 + wϕ)Ωϕ, Ω⋆, Ω̄}): Both

the numerator and the denominator in equation (34) are posi-
tive. The reference scale Ω⋆ is negative. Phantom behaviour is
allowed.

Scenario 2. (0 < ΩB
J < 2, max{(1 + wϕ)Ωϕ, Ω̄} < ΩJ <

Ω⋆): The numerator and the denominator in equation (34) are
positive. The reference scale Ω⋆ is also positive. Clearly,
max{(1 + wϕ)Ωϕ, Ω̄} < Ω⋆ should hold for consistency. Phan-
tom behaviour is allowed.

6This is because Ωr + 3− 3Ωϕ = 4Ωr + 3Ωm, which is clearly positive since
the energy densities of radiation and matter are non-negative.
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Scenario 3. (0 < ΩB
J < 2, max{Ω⋆, Ω̄} < ΩJ < (1 + wϕ)Ωϕ):

The numerator and the denominator in equation (34) are neg-
ative. The reference scale Ω⋆ is positive and, therefore, so it
is ΩJ . Hence, from the upper bound for ΩJ it follows that the
scalar field cannot be phantom.

Scenario 4. (ΩB
J = 2,ΩJ > max{(1+wϕ)Ωϕ, Ω̄}): The numera-

tor and the denominator in equation (34) are positive. Note that
Ω̄ > (1 + wϕ)Ωϕ if the scalar field is phantom-like and, there-
fore, ΩJ should be greater that Ω̄. In the non-phantom regime,
the lower bound for ΩJ is given by (1 + wϕ)Ωϕ.

Scenario 5. (ΩB
J > 2, ΩJ > max{(1+wϕ)Ωϕ, Ω⋆, Ω̄}): The nu-

merator and the denominator in equation (34) are positive. The
reference scale Ω⋆ is negative. Phantom behaviour is allowed.

Even though the physical intuition behind each of these sce-
narios is not so transparent as for the marginal models studied in
sections 2.1 and 2.2, their very existence is a solid proof that it
is possible to have a ghost-free and gradient-free scalar pertur-
bations at linear level (recall we consider here only the case of
η non-negative) in the shift-symmetric KGB theory even when
wϕ < −1.

Appendix B. Quick guide to the EFT of dark energy

The framework of EFT was first applied to DE in reference
[35] (see also [94, 95] for applications to inflationary models)
and further developed in references [96, 97, 98, 99] (see also
reference [44] for a review). This approach considers the most
general form for the gravitational action (including cosmologi-
cal perturbations up-to an arbitrary order) built-up only on sym-
metry arguments. Originally, this framework was based on two
assumptions [96]: i) the validity of the weak equivalence princi-
ple and the existence of a Jordan metric gµν universally coupled
to matter fields; ii) the existence of a unitary gauge compat-
ible with the residual symmetries of unbroken spatial diffeo-
morphisms.

The last of these assumptions advocates for the presence of a
scalar field ϕ in the DE sector. This is so because the presence of
a homogeneous scalar field ϕ(t) in a FLRW background defines
a preferred time slicing of space-time. These are the hypersur-
faces with ϕ constant and, therefore, δϕ ≡ 0 on them. So, for
this choice (unitary gauge) only metric degrees of freedom are
explicitly displayed in the action. The scalar field perturbation
can be reintroduced explicitly in the theory via the Stüeckelberg
trick. That is, by performing infinitesimal time diffeomorphism
t → t + π(t, x) being π the scalar field fluctuations. However, in
this approach π does not represent the original scalar field ϕ in
the DE sector, but the perturbations encoding the scalar degree
of freedom in the theory.

In order to construct the most general expression for the ac-
tion satisfying the previous ansätze, note that hypersurfaces
with constant ϕ can be defined as those orthogonal to the unit
four-vector

nµ B −ϵ
∂µϕ
√

2X
, (B.1)

provided that ∂µϕ is time-like, i.e. X > 0, where ϵ B sgn(ϕ̇) =
±1 is to ensure the four-vector is future-oriented. (Here we
are not going to consider oscillating solutions where the back-
ground field velocity, ϕ̇, crossed zero since this case may be
problematic in standard perturbation theory [40].) For a homo-
geneous scalar field, that is ϕ = ϕ(t), this four-vector reduces
to

nµ = −
δ0µ√
−g00

. (B.2)

This slicing induces the spatial metric

hµν = gµν + nµnν, (B.3)

where nµnµ = −1 and nµhµν = 0.
Note that invariance under time-translations is spontaneously

broken (in the sense discussed in reference [99]) since the scalar
field signals out a preferred time. The terms allowed in the EFT
action are, therefore, those invariant under the residual sym-
metries of the unbroken spatial diffeomorphisms, such as the
contravariant time-time component of the Jordan metric g00.
The extrinsic curvature of constant time hypersurfaces is also
allowed to appear. This is defined as [100]

Kµν B h αµ ∇αnν, (B.4)

and represents the spatial projection of the covariant derivative
of nν. (Note that the extrinsic curvature is sometimes defined
with a different sign convention, see, for instance, references
[101, 102].) In addition, its trace reads

K = ∇µnµ. (B.5)

It will be useful for latter calculations to note that∫
d4x
√
−g l(t)K =

∫
d4x
√
−g l(t)∇µnµ

= −

∫
d4x
√
−g nµ∂µl = −

∫
d4x
√
−g

√
−g00 l̇ , (B.6)

up-to boundary terms and for any function l on time.
The Ricci scalar R, any curvature invariants, and contractions

of tensors with gµν, nµ and the covariant derivative ∇µ are also
invariant under spatial diffeomorphisms. Therefore, the most
general EFT action can be expressed as [94]

S g =

∫
d4x
√
−gL

(
Rµνρσ,Kµν, g00, t

)
, (B.7)

where time is also allowed to appear explicitly. For addressing
the cosmological perturbation, however, it is more convenient
to re-write the above action into the part contributing to the
background level and that enclosing the perturbations around a
flat FLRW metric (at any order). This is [96] (sea also [94, 98])

S g =

∫
d4x
√
−g

[
M2
∗

2
f (t)R − Λ(t) − c(t)g00

]
+ S (2)

DE , (B.8)
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where f , Λ and c are functions of the cosmic time t. Moreover,
the latter two background quantities read

c =
M2
∗

2
(− f̈ + H ḟ ) +

1
2

(ρDE + pDE), (B.9)

Λ =
M2
∗

2
( f̈ + 5H ḟ ) +

1
2

(ρDE − pDE), (B.10)

being pDE and ρDE the pressure and energy densities of the DE
fluid. In addition, M2

∗ is the Planck mass. Hereon we will
take M2

∗ = 1 since we have adopted the geometric unit sys-
tem in this paper. Conversely, S (2)

DE contains all terms that start
at quadratic order in perturbations and, therefore, they do not
affect the background. (Note, however, that the background
quantities do affect all perturbation levels.) This part can be
expressed as follows [96]

S (2)
DE =

1
2

∫
d4x
√
−g

[
M4

2(δg00)2 − m̄3
1 δg

00δK − M̄2
2 δK

2

− M̄2
3 δK

ν
µ δK

µ
ν + m2

2hµν∂µg00∂νg00

+ λ1δR2 + λ2δRµνδRµν + µ2
1δg

00δR

+ γ1CµνρσCµνρσ + γ2ϵ
µνρσC κλ

µν Cρσκλ

+
M4

3

3
(δg00)3 − m̄3

2 (δg00)2δK + . . .
]
, (B.11)

where M4
i , M̄2

i , m2
i , m̄3

i and µi are mass parameters whereas λi

and γi are dimensionless quantities. Generally, these parame-
ters are allowed to depend on the time coordinate t. In addition,
δg00 B g00 + 1 is the perturbation of the metric, δKµν is the per-
turbation of the extrinsic curvature, and δK the perturbation of
its trace. Likewise, δRµν is the perturbation of the Ricci tensor
and δR the perturbation of its trace, whereas Cµνρσ represents
the Weyl tensor. The action (B.8) describes virtually all DE
models encompassing a single scalar degree of freedom.

For the case of the KGB theories given by action (1), the
background quantities in (B.8) read [96]

f = 1, (B.12)

c =
1
2

(ρϕ + pϕ), (B.13)

Λ =
1
2

(ρϕ − pϕ), (B.14)

with ρϕ and pϕ given by equations (9) and (10), respectively.
Whereas the action (B.11) for the perturbations reduces to [96]

S (2)
DE =

1
2

∫
d4x
√
−g

[
M4

2(δg00)2 − m̄3
1 δg

00δK

+
1
3

M4
3(δg00)3 − m̄3

2 (δg00)2δK + . . .
]
. (B.15)

That is, only the mass parameters M4
n and m̄3

n−1 (for n ≥ 2) are
present for the KGB theory (see also, for instance, reference
[44]). Recall that these parameter are, in general, functions on
the time coordinate t. Moreover, note that M4

2 is connected with
the kineticity term αK , whereas m̄3

1 is equal to the braiding term
αB up-to sign conventions; see the discussion in Appendix B.3

(see also table 2 in reference [40]). It is also important to high-
light that the operator introducing the kinetic mixing with grav-
ity at leading order is m̄3

1. This can be understood in an intuitive
way by noting that the perturbation δg00 introduces a term pro-
portional to π̇ at linear order after the Stückelberg procedure,
see equation (40). The extrinsic curvature, on the other hand,
contains time derivative of the spatial metric, hi j, when time
diffeomorphism is fully restored [100] (see also, for instance,
references [96, 103, 104]). Schematically, the product δg00δK ,
therefore, introduces a term proportional to π̇ḣ (at second order)
into the Lagrangian. In the Newtonian gauge (39), this contri-
bution is proportional to π̇Ψ̇; see reference [96]. For the same
reason, the operators m̄3

n−1 (for n ≥ 2) will also be responsible
for introducing the kinetic mixing between scalar perturbations
and the GWs at higher orders.

In the following part of the appendix, we compute the expres-
sion of these mass parameters in terms of the KGB functions K
and G, and their derivatives. These calculations will be done
without invoking a shift-symmetry and, therefore, the resulting
expression are valid for the most general KGB scenario.

Appendix B.1. Mass parameters for k-essence
As a warm-up, we consider first the k-essence theory. In

the most general scenario, the k-essence function depends on
both the scalar field and its kinetic term; i.e. K = K(ϕ, X).
(We remind the reader that we will not invoke a shift-symmetry
here; thus, the results obtained in this appendix are valid for the
most general case.) When perturbing this function, one may
naively consider that perturbations around the background val-
ues of both ϕ and X should be taken into account. However,
in the unitary gauge (defined by δϕ ≡ 0) only the perturbations
of the kinetic term remains. Let the perturbed kinetic term be
defined as

X B X + δX, (B.16)

where X is the background value and δX the perturbation. In
the unitary gauge, the perturbed kinetic term X is related to the
perturbed metric through

X = −
1
2
ϕ̇2g00 = −Xg00, (B.17)

being g00 the perturbed time-time component of the metric.
Hence,

δX = − Xδg00, (B.18)

in the unitary gauge. Consequently, the perturbed k-essence
function becomes

K(ϕ,X)
unitary gauge
−−−−−−−−−→ K(t, g00), (B.19)

where we have assumed that ϕ and its kinetic term are functions
of time only at the FLRW background. Note that the scalar field
does not appear explicitly in the unitary gauge: it is “eaten” in
the metric degrees of freedom [44, 96]. However, in order to
obtain the expressions for the mass parameters in the EFT lan-
guage in terms of K(ϕ, X) and its derivatives, it will be useful to
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maintain the usual covariant notation for the function K and its
arguments instead of K(t, g00) when there is no risk for confu-
sion. Please note that this is an abuse of notation since neither
ϕ nor X can appear explicitly in this gauge. They are simply
functions on the time coordinate.

In this notation, the k-essence function can be expanded
around its background value as

K(ϕ,X) = K(ϕ, X) +
∞∑

n=1

1
n!
∂nK(ϕ,X)
∂Xn

∣∣∣∣∣
δX=0

(δX)n, (B.20)

where subscript “δX = 0” denotes evaluation of the correspond-
ing quantity on the background level. For the sake of the com-
pactness of the notation, we will avoid writing explicitly the
arguments of the function K and its derivatives appearing in the
r.h.s. of the expansion, where it should be kept in mind that
these expressions are always evaluated on the background. We
will also omit the subscript “δX = 0” in the following and ex-
press the coefficient in the expansion simply as ∂nK/∂Xn where
there is no risk for confusion. Accordingly, the above expansion
can be rewritten as

K(ϕ,X) = K − XKX − XKXg00 +

∞∑
n=2

(−X)n

n!
∂nK
∂Xn (δg00)n,

(B.21)

where we have substituted δX = X − X in the first order in the
expansion, and used equations (B.17) and (B.18) to explicitly
introduce g00 and δg00, respectively. Comparing the above ex-
pression with equations (B.8) and (B.11), it is straightforward
to readout the contribution of the k-essence function to the EFT
parameters. These are7 [96]

c = XKX , (B.22)
Λ = XKX − K, (B.23)

M4
n = (−X)n ∂

nK
∂Xn , (B.24)

for n ≥ 2. Therefore, the k-essence function K contributes only
to the mass parameters M4

n at perturbation level. So, there is no
kinetic mixing between scalar and tensor perturbations.

Appendix B.2. Mass parameters for G2ϕ

From the definition of the d’Alembertian operator and the
slicing vector nµ (see equation (B.1)), it is straightforward to
check that

2ϕ = −ϵ

(
√

2XK +
nµ
√

2X
∂µX

)
. (B.25)

7Please, note that the authors in reference [96] used a different convention
for the definition of the kinetic term. This is X B gµν∇µϕ∇νϕ [96], in con-
trast with our definition for X B − 1

2 gµν∇µϕ∇νϕ, where the convention used
for the signature of the metric tensor is in both cases the same. Also note that
it is always possible to redefine the scalar field in a way that ϕ(t) =

√
2t and,

therefore, the kinetic term would simply read X = 1 when evaluated on the
background [96]. However, we will not consider such redefinition here in or-
der to explicitly keep the kinetic term, X, in the final expressions for the EFT
parameters.

To compute the EFT parameters for the braiding part of the
KGB action (1), it will be useful to consider the following ex-
pansion in polynomials of δX [96]

G(ϕ,X) = ϵ
√

2X
∞∑

m=0

lm (δX)m , (B.26)

where X = X + δX is the perturbed kinetic term and

lm =
1

m!
∂m

∂Xm

(
G(ϕ,X)

ϵ
√

2X

)∣∣∣∣∣∣
δX=0
, (B.27)

are the coefficient in the expansion evaluated on the back-
ground. Recall that we are not imposing a shift-symmetry in
this section. Consequently, the above coefficients depend on
the background values of both the scalar field and its kinetic
term. That is lm = lm(ϕ, X). Let us emphasise again that this is
an abuse of notation, since neither ϕ nor its kinetic term can
explicitly appear in the unitary gauge. As mentioned in the
previous section, background quantities as ϕ and X are func-
tions of time only, whereas scalar perturbations are encoded in
time-time component of the metric. Hence, the perturbed braid-
ing function, G, and the expansion coefficients, lm, should read
G(t, g00) and lm(t) in this gauge choice, respectively. Neverthe-
less, this abuse of notation will be convenient, where there is
no risk of confusion, for obtaining the expressions of the EFT
parameters in terms of G(ϕ, X) and its derivatives.

Perturbing equation (B.25), and taking into account equa-
tions (B.6) and (B.26), we obtain after few integrations by parts
that∫

d4x
√
−g (−G2ϕ) =

∫
d4x
√
−g

{
−

(
Ẋl0 + 2Xl̇0

) √
−g00

+

∞∑
n=1

(−X)n
[ (

2Xln +
2n − 1

n
ln−1

)
K

+

(
Ẋln −

l̇n−1

n

) √
−g00

] (
δg00

)n
}
, (B.28)

up-to boundary terms; cf. with equation (86) in reference7 [96].
The time derivative of the coefficients ln can be simplified by
noting that

l̇n = ϕ̇
∂ln
∂ϕ
+ (n + 1)Ẋln+1, (B.29)

where it should be kept in mind that these coefficients are eval-
uated on the background. Since K = 3H + δK , and expanding√
−g00 in powers of δg00 as√

−g00 =

√
1 − δg00 = 1 −

∞∑
n=1

λn(δg00)n, (B.30)

where

λn B
(2n)!

4n(n!)2(2n − 1)
, (B.31)

we can readout the contribution of −G2ϕ to all terms in the
effective action (B.11). (Note that G2ϕ enters with a minus in
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the action (1), in contrast with the convention used in reference
[96].) These are

c = XGX

(
3Hϕ̇ − ϕ̈

)
− 2XGϕ, (B.32)

Λ = XGX

(
3Hϕ̇ + ϕ̈

)
, (B.33)

M4
n = n!

[
an + 3Hbn + 2λnX

(
Gϕ +GXϕ̈

)
−

n−1∑
m=1

λman−m

 , (B.34)

m̄3
n−1 = − 2bn−1, (B.35)

for n ≥ 2, and where we have defined

an B
(−1)n+1ϕ̇Xn

n
∂ln−1

∂ϕ
, (B.36)

bn B (−X)n
(
2Xln +

2n − 1
n

ln−1

)
, (B.37)

with the coefficient ln from in equation (B.27). Please note that
the background parameters c and Λ, and the first order mass
parameters M4

2 and m̄3
1 were already computed, for instance, in

references [96, 98] (note the different conventions used there).
(See also reference [64] for a discussion on the cubic and quar-
tic order parameters in (B.11).) Nevertheless, to the best of our
knowledge, this is the first time these mass parameters are ex-
plicitly obtained in terms of the function G and its derivatives
for an arbitrary order.

Appendix B.3. Mass parameters for the KGB theory

The background quantities and mass parameters for the com-
plete KGB theory (1) are given by the sum of the results pre-
sented in the two previous sections. These read

c = XKX + XGX

(
3Hϕ̇ − ϕ̈

)
− 2XGϕ, (B.38)

Λ = XKX − K + XGX

(
3Hϕ̇ + ϕ̈

)
, (B.39)

M4
n = (−X)n dnK

dXn + n!
[
an + 3Hbn + 2λnX

(
Gϕ +GXϕ̈

)
−

n−1∑
m=1

λman−m

 , (B.40)

m̄3
n−1 = − 2bn−1, (B.41)

for n ≥ 2. As to be expected, the combinations c +Λ and c −Λ
(see definitions (B.13) and (B.14)) coincide with the expres-
sions for ρϕ and pϕ for the non shift-symmetric KGB theory
[10] (also compare with the shift-symmetric version introduced
in equations (9) and (10), respectively). In addition, the leading
order (n = 2) mass parameters read

M4
2 = X2KXX +

1
2

XGX

(
3Hϕ̇ + ϕ̈

)
+ 3Hϕ̇X2GXX

− X2GϕX , (B.42)

m̄3
1 = 2ϕ̇XGX . (B.43)

These results coincide with those presented in the literature
modulo sign conventions and numerical factors in the defini-
tion of X; cf. with, for instance, references [96, 98]. Moreover,
in accordance with the results presented in Table 2 of reference
[40], note that M4

2 is connected with the kineticity term αK de-
fined in equation (17) through 4M4

2 = H2αK−2c, whereas αB is
equal to m̄3

1 (modulo sign conventions); see definition in equa-
tion (18).

For the discussion in section 3, it is also important to compute
the next-to-leading order braiding operator m̄3

2. This is

m̄3
2 = −

1
2
ϕ̇X (GX + 2XGXX) , (B.44)

as can be seen from equation (B.41). Comparing this expression
with that of m̄3

1 in equation (B.43), it follows that

4m̄3
2 = −2ϕ̇XGX

(
1 +

2XGXX

GX

)
= −m̄3

1

(
1 +

2XGXX

GX

)
. (B.45)

Consequently, the parameter η used to measure deviations w.r.t.
cubic Galileon (i.e. G(X) ∝ X) in expression (47) reads

η =
2XGXX

GX
, (B.46)

which is precisely the quantity first introduced in equation (38).
Finally, for the shift-symmetric case of the KGB theory the

functions K and G depend on the kinetic term X but not on
the scalar field itself. In this scenario, the expressions (B.38)
and (B.40) simplify as Gϕ vanishes. In addition, the coeffi-
cients an also become trivial since there is no dependence on
ϕ in the shift-symmetric case; see definition (B.36). Never-
theless, the formulas for the background quantity Λ and the
braiding-related parameters m̄3

n−1 remain absolutely the same.
Thus, the EFT parameters for the shift-symmetric KGB theory
simply read

c = XKX + XGX

(
3Hϕ̇ − ϕ̈

)
, (B.47)

Λ = XKX − K + XGX

(
3Hϕ̇ + ϕ̈

)
, (B.48)

M4
n = (−X)n dnK

dXn + n!
(
3Hbn + 2λnXGXϕ̈

)
, (B.49)

m̄3
n−1 = − 2bn−1, (B.50)

for n ≥ 2, where λn and bn are defined in equations (B.31) and
(B.37), respectively.
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[10] C. Deffayet, O. Pujolàs, I. Sawicki, and A. Vikman, “Imperfect Dark
Energy from Kinetic Gravity Braiding,” JCAP 10 (2010) 026,
arXiv:1008.0048 [hep-th].
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