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Abstract. We study a class of homogeneous but anisotropic cosmologies within the fam-
ily of shift-symmetric Horndeski theories, where the scalar field features an inhomogeneous
profile but it preserves a translational symmetry that is realised as a combination of spatial
translations and internal shifts. The spatial gradient of the scalar field introduces a pre-
ferred direction, so the resulting cosmologies are of the axisymmetric Bianchi I type. The
momentum density of these configurations exhibits a universal evolution and an additional
component with non-vanishing momentum density is required to have non-trivial effects. We
show the relation of these scenarios with cosmologies of non-comoving components and, in
particular, we explain how they provide a specific realisation of moving dark energy models.
Among the class of shift-symmetric Horndeski theories, we analyse in more detail the case
of Kinetic Gravity Braiding with emphasis on its application to moving dark energy models
and its effects on large scale dark flows as well as the CMB dipole and quadrupole.
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1 Introduction

The discovery of the current phase of accelerated expansion of the universe represented a
major step towards the puzzling dark sector of our cosmological model conformed by dark
matter and dark energy. The standard model attributes the accelerated expansion to the
presence of a cosmological constant, which is arguably the most natural explanation, but
it has the inconvenient of its unnaturally small value [1, 2]. Impelled by this naturalness
problem and the reasonable possibility that some other agent might be driving the accel-
erated expansion, many models of dark energy, understood in a broad sense, have been
proposed [3, 4]. Scalar fields have played a starring role in this scenario because of their
simplicity, their ubiquitous presence in high energy theories and because they naturally com-
ply with the cosmological principle. The complexity of models involving scalar fields has
grown from simple quintessence scenarios to the re-discovered Horndeski theories [5, 6] and
their extensions [7–9]. These theories have also been employed to model the other phase of
accelerated expansion in the cosmic history, namely, inflation (see e.g. Refs. [10–14]). In
most cases, the scalar field is assumed to be decoupled or interact very weakly with the rest
of components of the universe (e.g., photons, baryons or dark matter in the late universe)
and, under these circumstances, a pertinent question is whether the homogeneity frame of
the scalar field necessary coincides with the rest frame of other components. For a generic
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scalar, spatial gradients are, in general, diluted as the universe expands, so the homogene-
ity frame of the scalar field naturally converges to the rest frame of the other components.
This property has been exploited to formulate the effective field theories of inflation [15]
and dark energy [16] where the background scalar field is assumed to be homogeneous from
the onset, as preceptive for having homogeneous and isotropic cosmologies. However, if the
scalar field has a shift symmetry, its homogeneity frame might differ from the rest frame
of other possible components while still preserving cosmological homogeneity thanks to the
shift symmetry, although isotropy would have to be sacrificed. This is not to say that the
homogeneity frame of the scalar field must differ from that of the other components, but it
is a reasonable possibility. As a matter of fact, in the effective field theory of shift-symmetric
scalar fields [17], the scalar field profile is assumed to be homogeneous, again because the
interest is in isotropic cosmologies. Certain shift-symmetric subclasses of Horndeski and be-
yond Horndeski theories have been used in cosmology [10, 18–24] (see Ref. [25] for a nice and
comprehensive review), but the scalar field is routinely assumed to be homogeneous. Even in
studies of anisotropic solutions within Horndeski theories, the scalar field profile is assumed
to be homogeneous [26, 27]. This work will be devoted to the exploration of scenarios where
the homogeneity of the scalar field is abandoned and it is allowed to acquire an inhomo-
geneous profile while preserving a diagonal realisation of translations. A natural physical
interpretation of these configurations is in terms of a motion of the scalar field since the
inhomogeneous piece of the scalar field profile generates a non-vanishing component T0i of its
energy-momentum tensor, i.e., it carries momentum density. This motivates to dub these sce-
narios moving Horndeski models. It is crucial to realise that these scenarios only make sense
if the universe contains another component besides the scalar field because we can always go
to the homogeneity frame of the scalar field, that will correspond to the frame where T0i = 0,
by an appropriate choice of coordinates. However, if there is another component, it is not
guaranteed that the same choice of coordinates will simultaneously bring both component to
their respective rest frames. This can be understood in terms of the symmetries. If that were
possible, there would not be any preferred direction in the universe and, hence, we would
have an isotropic configuration. On the other hand, if the other component is not in its rest
frame in the homogeneity frame of the scalar field, there would be a preferred direction and
the universe would exhibit, at most, only a rotational invariance around that preferred axis.
The natural metric to describe these cosmologies is then the axisymmetric Bianchi I metric.
We will illustrate these points at length with explicit examples in this work.

In the first part of this work, we will be concerned with the general framework of moving
Horndeski theories and we will show some general features as well as different realisations.
After a thorough analysis of some general features of these scenarios, we will move on to a
specific application to dark energy models. In general, dark energy must provide a somewhat
exotic substance with negative pressure to generate expansion and it is usually parametrised
as an effective fluid. A fundamental property of this substance, that is usually assumed,
is that it has a weak clustering and it barely interacts with standard and dark matter, al-
though these properties can be challenged and they may even provide promising scenarios
for explaining some cosmological tensions. However, if we stick to the standard case where
dark energy has remained uncoupled from the rest of components of the universe, a perti-
nent question to ask, that is closely related to the topic of this work, is why would dark
energy rest frame agree with the large scale rest frame of matter or the Cosmic Microwave
Background (CMB) provided it has always been decoupled. In other words, if dark energy
never talked to the other components of the universe, how comes it knows where to sit to be
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at rest with respect to them on large scales. This possibility was first explored in Ref. [28]
where it was shown that a moving dark energy component would generate a cosmological
contribution to the CMB dipole and a relative motion between the standard components of
the universe. This framework has been further analysed to show its relevance for the CMB
quadrupole, the existence of large scale bulk flows, the generation of anisotropic expansion
and even the generation of magnetic fields [29–34]. In those works, the moving dark energy
model was parametrised as a perfect fluid without any underlying more fundamental field
theory description. In this work, we will overcome this shortcoming and provide a more
fundamental field-theoretical description in terms of our moving Horndeski scenarios. An-
other field-theoretical realisation of moving dark energy within bimetric theories has been
constructed in Ref. [35]. In this respect, it would seem natural to resort to a homogeneous
vector field Aµ(t) to generate a moving component in the universe, i.e., a non-vanishing T0i

that would be generated by Ai(t). However, it has been observed in e.g. Refs. [36–38] that T0i

is proportional to the equation of motion of the temporal component for homogeneous con-
figurations and, hence, the cosmological momentum density vanishes on-shell. This property
represents an obstruction for the construction of moving dark energy models based on vector
fields. In this work, we will seize the opportunity to clarify the origin of this obstruction
and how shift-symmetric scalars fields (that can be thought of as the longitudinal mode of a
vector field) get around it.

From an observational viewpoint, scenarios with moving components are motivated by
the accumulated evidence on potential violations of the cosmological principle that include
low multipole alignments and hemispherical asymmetry in the CMB, the existence of pre-
ferred directions or dipolar modulations in large scale flows, the Hubble diagram, quasars,
radio galaxies, or fundamental constants among others (see e.g. Refs. [39, 40] and reference
therein). Many of the observed anomalies that might indicate a violation of the cosmological
principle suggest that the universe could exhibit some level of anisotropy with a preferred
direction, which is precisely what the moving Horndeski scenarios provide.1 Particularly
interesting for this work are the claims of anomalously large bulk flows2 [58–64] that may
challenge the standard model predictions because moving dark energy models can indeed
naturally accommodate a large scale relative motion of dark matter with respect to the
CMB [29].

This work is organised as follows: In Section 2, we will construct and study the gen-
eral framework of homogeneous cosmologies supported by an inhomogoneous scalar field
described by the Horndeski Lagrangians. We will commence in Sec. 2.1, where we will briefly
review Horndeski theories and we will introduce the inhomogeneous scalar field profile that
is compatible with homogeneity realised as a combination of spatial translations and inter-
nal shifts. In Section 2.2, we will show an important property of these scenarios, namely,
that the evolution of the momentum density does not depend on the specific theory under
consideration but it is determined by homogeneity. In Section 2.3, we will establish a direct
connection with models of moving dark energy and non-comoving fluids. We will proceed
in Section 2.4 with a mini-superspace analysis in order to clarify how to properly carry out

1It is important to note, however, that similar explanations for these anomalies can also arise from other
anisotropic dark energy models. Examples include phenomenological models [41–44], and also based on vector
fields [45–48], p-form fields [49, 50], non-Abelian gauge fields [51–53], an anisotropic cosmological constant
[54] and even inhomogeneous scalar fields [55]. Also magnetic fields have been employed for similar purposes
[56, 57].

2Although there are several independent and complementary probes that suggest unexpectedly high bulk
flows, we should note the existence of some controversy (see the related discussion in Sec. IV.A. of Ref. [39]).

– 3 –



the dimensional reduction, paying attention to the importance of keeping the shift and dis-
cussing under what circumstances it can be trivialised. We will conclude our general analysis
of the moving Horndeski theories in Section 2.5 with an exploration of the dual formulation
in terms of 2-form fields. After presenting a general analysis, we will focus on an application
to moving dark energy models in Section 3. We will particularise our general results to the
case of Kinetic Gravity Braiding (KGB) theories in Section 3.1 and explore the effects on
the CMB dipole and quadrupole in Sections 3.2 and 3.3, respectively. In Section 3.4, we will
apply our results to a specific KGB dark energy model. We will finally conclude in Section 4
with a general discussion of our results.

2 Horndeski in motion

We will commence our study by constructing homogeneous but anisotropic cosmological
solutions described by an axisymmetric Bianchi I metric within the general class of shift-
symmetric Horndeski theories. These solutions are supported by a specific inhomogeneous
configuration of the scalar field that is linear in the spatial Cartesian coordinates which
leads to a homogeneous physical configuration owed to the shift symmetry. After showing
the general properties of these solutions, we will discuss the relation with non-comoving
components and some other general features.

2.1 Bianchi I cosmologies in shift-symmetric Horndeski

Let us then commence by briefly reviewing Horndeski theories constructed as the most general
scalar-tensor theory explicitly featuring second order field equations for both the metric and
the scalar field [5, 6]. The complete Lagrangian of Horndeski theory, as presented in Ref. [13],
is expressed as the sum of the following five terms:

L2 = G2(ϕ,X), (2.1)

L3 = −G3(ϕ,X)□ϕ, (2.2)

L4 = G4(ϕ,X)R+G4X(ϕ,X)
[
(□ϕ)2 −∇µ∇νϕ∇ν∇µϕ

]
, (2.3)

L5 = G5(ϕ,X)Gµν∇µ∇νϕ (2.4)

− 1

6
G5X(ϕ,X)

[
(□ϕ)3 − 3 (□ϕ)∇µ∇νϕ∇ν∇µϕ+ 2∇µ∇σϕ∇σ∇ρϕ∇ρ∇µϕ

]
.

Here, R is the Ricci scalar, Gµν is the Einstein tensor, and Gi(ϕ,X) (for i = 2, 3, 4, 5) are
arbitrary functions of the scalar field ϕ and its kinetic term X, defined as 2X ≡ −∇µϕ∇µϕ.
Throughout this work we will use the shorthand notation ∂Gi

∂X ≡ GiX to express partial
derivatives.

We will spare the general properties and field equations of the Horndeski theory that
can be found in the literature. In this work, we are interested in a particular class of Horn-
deski theories where the scalar field features a shift-symmetry, ensuring that the Lagrangian
remains invariant under the transformation ϕ 7→ ϕ + c, for some constant c. We will refer
to Ref. [25] for a status report on these theories and their generalities. The shift symme-
try is easily implemented by restricting the coupling functions to only depend on X, i.e.,
Gi = Gi(X).3 As a result, Noether’s theorem guarantees the existence of an on-shell con-

3Technically, we could allow some explicit dependence on ϕ. For instance, G3 could take the form G3 =
c1ϕ + G̃2(X) with c1 a constant. However, by integrating by parts the term c1ϕ can be included in G2. On
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served current, which can be written as:

Jµ ≡ 1√
−g

δS
δ∂µϕ

, (2.5)

where g is the determinant of the metric gµν , and S is the action of the theory. It is immediate
to see that the scalar field equation of motion adopts the form of the following conservation
law:

∇µJ
µ = 0. (2.6)

For a homogeneous configuration, this conservation equation reduces to:

d

dt

(√
−gJ0

)
= 0, (2.7)

so we have that:

J0 =
Q√
−g

, (2.8)

with Q the conserved charge associated to the shift symmetry. Thus, we find that the
evolution of J0 is universal for the whole class of shift-symmetric Horndeski theories. This
universality feature has been widely recognised in the literature in different contexts, see e.g.
Refs. [19, 24, 25].

Our interest in the shift-symmetric version of Horndeski’s theory is that it permits to
construct a class of homogeneous but anisotropic cosmologies supported by the following
inhomogeneous background configuration:

⟨ϕ⟩ ≡ ϕ(t) + λ⃗ · x⃗, (2.9)

with λ⃗ some constant vector, and x⃗ denoting spatial Cartesian coordinates. Although this
configuration is not invariant under spatial translations, it preserves a diagonal translational
invariance that involves the shift symmetry and is realised as x⃗ 7→ x⃗ + x⃗0, together with
ϕ 7→ ϕ− λ⃗ · x⃗0. This guarantees that all the physical quantities will in turn be homogeneous.
Rotational invariance is however broken, meaning the cosmologies supported by this config-
uration will be homogeneous but anisotropic. This is apparent by looking at the gradient of
the scalar field ∂µ⟨ϕ⟩ = (ϕ̇(t), λi), which is homogeneous but introduces a preferred direction

determined by λ⃗. Since the configuration still respects rotations around λ⃗, the appropriate
metric to describe these cosmologies will be the axisymmetric Bianchi I family.4 Anisotropic
solutions for Horndeski’s theories were considered in [26, 27], but the scalar field was assumed
to be homogeneous so it cannot sustain an anisotropic expansion by itself. The presence of
the inhomogeneous piece with λ⃗ in our configuration (2.9) offers an advantage in this sense
because it can act as a source for the anisotropic expansion. Let us emphasise however that
the inclusion of λ⃗ only makes a difference if there are additional components in the universe,
as we will discuss in more detail in Sec. 2.3. For now, we will focus on the Horndeski sector,
but bearing in mind that there could also be other sectors. If we choose the z-axis in the

the other hand, G5 could also be of the form G5 = c1ϕ + G̃5(X). Again, we can integrate by parts so the
term c1 would produce Gµν∂µϕ∂νϕ. Thus, the shift transformation would generate a boundary term in this
case. These peculiarities will not be important for us in this work.

4The configuration in Eq. (2.9) could accommodate rotating cosmologies as those analysed in e.g. Ref. [65],
but we will not consider those in this work.
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direction of λ⃗, we will have λ⃗ = λêz, with êz a unit vector pointing along the z-axis, and the
metric can be written as:

ds2 = −dt2 + a2⊥(t)
(
dx2 + dy2

)
+ a2∥(t)dz

2, (2.10)

with a⊥ and a∥ the scale factors in the transverse and parallel directions to λ⃗. The corre-

sponding expansion rates are H⊥,∥ ≡ ȧ⊥,∥
a⊥,∥

, where an overdot represents differentiation with

respect to the cosmic time t. We can define the isotropic scale factor as:

a3 ≡ a2⊥a∥, (2.11)

with the corresponding isotropic expansion rate:

H ≡ ȧ

a
=

2H⊥ +H∥

3
. (2.12)

The anisotropy can be described by means of the quantity:

Σ ≡
H⊥ −H∥

3H
, (2.13)

which measures the deviation from isotropic expansion.
We can evaluate the temporal component of the conserved current, J0, for the ax-

isymmetric Bianchi I metric in Eq. (2.10) and the field configuration in Eq. (2.9) to obtain
a3J0 = Q, so we have a first integral of motion given by:

J0 = G2X ϕ̇+ 6HXG3X + 6H2(1− Σ2)(G4X + 2XG4XX)ϕ̇ (2.14)

+ 2H3(1 + Σ)2(1− Σ)X(3G5X + 2XG5XX)

+
2λ2H(1 + Σ)

a2∥

[
G3X + (1 + Σ)Hϕ̇G4XX + (1 + Σ)(1− 2Σ)H2(G5X +XG5XX)

]
,

where 2X = (ϕ̇2−λ2a−2
∥ ). The value of λ can be absorbed into a re-scaling of the coordinate

z, which results in a renormalisation of the longitudinal scale factor a∥. This means that we

could set the magnitude of λ⃗ to one without loss of generality, but we will keep it explicitly
for later convenience. Let us emphasise however that this does not mean that the magnitude
of λ⃗ is unphysical because, after absorbing it into a re-scaling of the spatial coordinates, it
will reappear in other sectors. This is nothing but saying that there is no anisotropic scale
invariance in the system.

Now that we have introduced the main ingredients that characterise the considered
scenario, we shall exploit the existence of a conserved current to show a remarkable universal
relation.

2.2 Universality of momentum density evolution

In order to physically characterise the Horndeski cosmologies with the profile in Eq. (2.9),
it is useful to look at the components of the energy-momentum tensor and, in particular,
at its off-diagonal components. Because of our choice of coordinates, the anisotropic stress
component is diagonal, so the only non-trivial off-diagonal terms are those associated to an
energy-flux or momentum density T 0

i. By direct computation, we find that those components
can be written as:

T 0
i = −J0λi. (2.15)
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Since J0 evolves as given in Eq. (2.8), irrespective of the form of the coupling functions Gi(X),
we conclude that T 0

i evolves in the following universal way within the class of shift-symmetric
Horndeski theories:

T 0
i = − Q√

−g
λi, (2.16)

which is the remarkable relation alluded to earlier. It is interesting to note that the relation in
Eq. (2.15), and the associated universal evolution given by Eq. (2.16), is the scalar analogous
in shift-symmetric theories of the general relation in vector field theories where T 0

i vanishes
on-shell because the following relation generically holds:

√
−g T 0

i = − δS
δA0

Ai, (2.17)

as noticed in e.g. Refs. [36–38]. The connection between the shift-symmetric scalar and
vector field theories arises if we interpret the gradient of the scalar field ∂µϕ as some vector
field Xµ. For instance, this could occur naturally if the shift symmetry is gauged. In that
case, the general result for the vector field theories would read:

√
−g T 0

i = − δS
δX0

Xi. (2.18)

If Xµ is a genuine vector field, then δS
δX0

is the equation of motion of the temporal component

and, hence, it vanishes on-shell. For the shift symmetric scalar field, however, δS
δX0

is the
temporal component of the conserved current defined in Eq. (2.5), while Xi = ∂iϕ = λi.
The interesting difference between both cases worth emphasising is that, while the result for
vector fields prevents the possibility of having a non-trivial T 0

i, the shift-symmetric scalar
fields do permit having a non-trivial T 0

i but whose evolution is theory-independent.
Although the relation in Eq. (2.16) has been derived for the axisymmetric Bianchi I

metric, it holds for general homogeneous configurations as can be proven from the off-shell
conserved currents associated to diffeomorphisms invariance. Let us see how this comes
about. Our starting point will be an action of the form:

S[Aα, gµν ] =

∫
d4xL, (2.19)

with L the scalar density Lagrangian (thus including the
√
−g factor) involving up to second

derivatives of the metric gµν and up to first derivatives of the vector field Aµ. Eventually, by
identifying the vector field with the gradient of a scalar we will recover the shift-symmetric
class of scalar field theories. Under a diffeomorphism parametrised by ξµ, the fields transform
as follows:

δξAµ = ξλ∂λAµ + ∂µξ
λAλ = ξλ∇λAµ +∇µξ

λAλ, (2.20)

δξgµν = ξλ∂λgµν + 2∂(µξ
λgν)λ = 2∇(µξν). (2.21)

The Lagrangian changes by a total derivative under a diffeomorphism, so the action changes
by the following boundary term:

δξS =

∫
d4x ∂α

(
ξαL

)
. (2.22)
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The total variation of the action under arbitrary variations of the metric and vector field
(not necessarily a diffeomorphism) is given by:

δS =

∫
d4x

[
δS
δAµ

δAµ +
δS
δgµν

δgµν + ∂αBα

]
, (2.23)

where Bα is the vector density:

Bα =
∂L

∂Aµ,α
δAµ +

[
∂L

∂gµν,α
− ∂β

(
∂L

∂gµν,αβ

)]
δgµν +

∂L

∂gµν,αβ
δgµν,β . (2.24)

We can now use the form of the fields variation under a diffeomorphism given in Eq. (2.21),
together with the corresponding variation of the action in Eq. (2.22), to find the relation that
follows from diffeomorphism invariance, which is given by:∫

d4x

[
δS
δAµ

∇λAµ −∇µ

(
δS
δAµ

Aλ

)
− 2∇µ

(
δS
δgµλ

)]
ξλ +

∫
d4x ∂αCα(ξ) = 0, (2.25)

with

Cα = Bα +
δS
δAα

Aλξ
λ + 2

δS
δgαν

ξν − ξαL. (2.26)

To derive this expression we have used the property ∇αCα = ∂αCα which is valid for any
vector density of weight one. We can expand Cα in derivatives of the gauge parameter ξλ to
express it as:

Cα = Cλαξλ + Cλαµ∂µξλ + Cλα(µν)∂µ∂νξλ, (2.27)

where we have defined the coefficients:

Cλαβµ = 2
∂L

∂gνµ,αβ
gλν , (2.28)

Cλαµ =
∂L

∂Aµ,α
Aλ +

[
∂L

∂gµν,α
− ∂β

(
∂L

∂gµν,αβ

)]
gλν +

∂L

∂gβν,αµ
gβν,λ + 2

∂L

∂gµν,αβ
gλν,β , (2.29)

Cλµ =
∂L

∂Aα,µ
Aα,λ +

[
∂L

∂gαν,µ
− ∂β

(
∂L

∂gαν,βµ

)]
gαν,λ +

∂L

∂gαν,µβ
gαν,λβ +

δS
δAµ

Aλ

+ 2
δS
δgµν

gλν − δµλL. (2.30)

Since Cα contributes a boundary term to the variation in Eq. (2.25), we can choose the gauge
parameter ξµ to identically vanish on the boundary so we recover the usual (first) Bianchi
identity:

δS
δAµ

∇λAµ −∇µ

(
δS
δAµ

Aλ

)
− 2∇µ

(
δS
δgµλ

)
≡ 0, (2.31)

that relates the energy-momentum (or gravitational equations) to the matter field equations.
We can, however, obtain more identities from the boundary term because, once we have
learnt that the bulk contribution to Eq. (2.25) vanishes identically by virtue of Eq. (2.31),
we are left with:

δξS =

∫
d4x ∂αCα =

∫
d4x
[
∂αCλαξλ +

(
Cλµ + ∂αCλαµ

)
∂µξ

λ

+
(
Cλ(µν) + ∂αCλα(µν)

)
∂µ∂νξ

λ + Cλ(αµν)∂α∂µ∂νξλ
]
= 0. (2.32)
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Since the gauge parameter is arbitrary, the condition in Eq. (2.32) implies that the coefficient
of each derivative order must vanish independently, giving four additional sets of identities:

∂αCλα ≡ 0, (2.33)

Cλµ + ∂αCλαµ ≡ 0, (2.34)

Cλ(µν) + ∂αCλα(µν) ≡ 0, (2.35)

Cλ(αβµ) ≡ 0. (2.36)

We can now readily prove the relation T 0
i = J0Xi for homogeneous cosmologies. If we con-

sider a homogeneous cosmology, so spatial partial derivatives vanish, we have from Eq. (2.34)
the identity:

Ci0 + ∂0Ci00 = 0. (2.37)

However, Ci00 identically vanishes because the constraint in Eq. (2.36) gives Ci000 = 0, so
the identity in Eq. (2.35) reduces to Ci00 = 0. Bearing in mind that all spatial derivatives
vanish for homogeneous cosmologies, we finally obtain, from the definition in Eq. (2.30), the
identity:

Ci0 =
δS
δA0

Ai + 2
δS
δg0ν

giν = 0, (2.38)

which is the relation we wanted to demonstrate, by recalling that Tµν ≡ 2√
−g

δS
δgµν

. The ob-

tained identity generalises straightforwardly to homogeneous configurations containing sev-
eral vectors fields where we would only need to add the corresponding summation over the
different vector fields (for instance tracing over possible internal group structures) in the first
term of Eq. (2.53). This relation shows that, for a vector field theory that is diffeomorphism
invariant and whose action contains up to first order derivatives of the vector field and up
to second order derivatives of the metric, the momentum density of homogeneous configu-
rations vanishes on-shell. This includes general vector-tensor theories as those considered in
e.g. Refs. [36, 37, 66–80], but also more general vector field theories and provides a proof of
the observation already made in e.g. Refs. [36–38] that has remained an intriguing feature.
On the other hand, if the vector field that we have considered in our derivation in turn
describes the gradient of a shift-symmetric theory for a scalar theory, then δS

δA0
no longer

coincides with the scalar field equation of motion, but rather gives the temporal component
of the conserved current associated to the shift symmetry. Thus, the relation obtained in Eq.
(2.38) also provides a proof for the relation found in Eq. (2.15) and shows the generality of
the result for a wider class of theories.

Now that we have fully clarified the origin and generality of the remarkable universal
relation for shift-symmetric Horndeski theories (and beyond), let us proceed to illustrate why
the considered scenario can be naturally interpreted as a moving Horndeski cosmology. In
order to do that, we will show its analogy with moving dark energy scenarios, although we
should warn that the moving Horndeski framework is more general and does not need to be
tied to moving dark energy models.

2.3 Connection to moving dark energy

To establish the link between the shift-symmetric Horndeski cosmologies introduced in the
precedent sections and the scenarios with moving dark energy considered in Refs. [28, 30], it
will be convenient to briefly review the moving dark energy framework. The starting point
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is a universe filled with several non-interacting fluids with energy-momentum tensors given
by:

Tµν
(α) =

(
ρ(α) + p(α)

)
uµ(α)u

ν
(α) + p(α)g

µν , (2.39)

where α (between parenthesis) stands for the different components, such as photons, neu-
trinos, baryons, dark matter and dark energy. Here, ρ(α), p(α), and uµ(α) denote the density,
pressure, and 4-velocity of each fluid, respectively.

In standard cosmological scenarios, the CMB defines a common large-scale rest frame
for all the components in the universe, so the 4-velocity of all the fluids coincide and the
differences only appear on small (sub-Hubble) scales as peculiar motions. Obviously, this is
motivated by the high level of isotropy in the universe suggested by the CMB, provided the
dipole is purely kinematical effect entirely ascribed to our relative motion. If we relax the
assumption of a common rest frame, the different fluids can have distinct velocities. In the
following, we will assume these relative velocities are small and work at first order in their
magnitudes. At this order, the universe is described by a perturbed Friedman-Lemâıtre-
Robertson-Walker (FLRW) metric of the following form [28]:

ds2 = a2(η)
[
− dη2 − 2Si(η)dηdx

i + δijdx
idxj

]
, (2.40)

with Si(η) a homogeneous perturbation, which only depends on the conformal time η. The
4-velocities are then given by uµ(α) =

1
a

(
−1, v⃗(α)

)
, with v⃗(α) the 3-velocity of each fluid. The

components of the total energy-momentum tensor read:

T 0
(α)0 = −

∑
α

ρ(α), (2.41)

T 0
(α)i =

∑
α

(
ρ(α) + p(α)

) (
v
(α)
i − Si

)
, (2.42)

T i
(α)0 = −

∑
α

(
ρ(α) + p(α)

)
vi(α), (2.43)

T i
(α)i = 3

∑
α

p(α). (2.44)

From Einstein equations, Gµ
ν = 8πGTµ

ν , with G denoting the Newton’s constant, we obtain
the usual Friedman equations at zeroth order:

H2 =
8πGa2

3

∑
α

ρ(α), H′ = −4πGa2

3

∑
α

(
ρ(α) + 3p(α)

)
, (2.45)

where H ≡ a′

a is the Hubble function in conformal time, and a prime denotes differentiation
with respect to η. At first order, the equation G0

i = 8πGT 0
i gives the constraint:

0 = 8πG
∑
α

(
ρ(α) + p(α)

) (
Si − v

(α)
i

)
, (2.46)

which can be solved for Si to obtain:

Si =

∑
α

(
ρ(α) + p(α)

)
v
(α)
i∑

α

(
ρ(α) + p(α)

) . (2.47)
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Since
(
ρ(α) + p(α)

)
plays the role of inertial mass density of the corresponding fluid, the metric

perturbation Si can be interpreted as the velocity of the cosmic center of mass (CCM)5 and
we can define the CCM rest frame by the condition Si = 0. In this frame, the velocities of
all the components are related by:∑

α

(
ρ(α) + p(α)

)
v⃗(α) = 0, (2.48)

that nicely resembles the centre of mass relation of the momenta of a system of particles.
Since we are assuming non-interacting fluids, we have the usual momentum conservation

equation, ∇µT
µ
(α)ν = 0, for each component which, at first order in perturbations, yield:

ρ′(α) + 3H
(
ρ(α) + p(α)

)
= 0, (2.49)

d

dη

[
a4
(
ρ(α) + p(α)

) (
v
(α)
i − Si

)]
= 0. (2.50)

The first equation is the usual continuity equation for each fluid, while the second equa-
tion is nothing but the corresponding momentum conservation equation that determines the
evolution of the velocity of the fluid with respect to the CCM. In the CCM rest frame we
have: (

ρ(α) + p(α)
)
v
(α)
i ∝ a−4, (2.51)

which means that the constraint in Eq. (2.48) in turn represents a constraint for the initial
velocities of the fluids or, more precisely, for the velocities at some reference time. Let us
pause here for a moment and notice the resemblance of this universal evolution, which does
not depend on the fluid equation of state, and the expression in Eq. (2.16). In the shift-
symmetric Horndeski scenario, the source of anisotropy is characterized by the vector λ⃗, so
we can work at first order in λ⃗ for small anisotropies. At that order, equation (2.16) simply
reduces to:

T 0
i ≃ −J 0|Σ=0λi, (2.52)

where J 0 ≡ J0/a denotes the temporal component of the current Jµ in conformal time. The
latter expression can be further expressed as:

a4T 0
i ≃ −Qλi, (2.53)

which shows that the relation in Eq. (2.16) can be nicely identified as a consequence of
momentum conservation for an equivalent fluid. In this equivalence, we clearly see that λ⃗ is
naturally identified with the motion of the effective fluid. As a matter of fact, if we fix Q to be
the value of the inertial mass (ρ+p) at some reference time (e.g., today), then λ⃗ describes the
velocity of the equivalent fluid at that reference time. It is then apparent that the cosmologies
for the shift-symmetric Horndeski theories perfectly fit within the framework of moving dark
energy (and non-comoving fluids more generally) so they provide a very natural realisation.
This equivalence motivates referring to these cosmologies as moving Horndeski.

It is important to bear in mind that the constraint in Eq. (2.48) requires the presence of
at least one additional component in order to have a non-trivial effect from moving Horndeski
since, otherwise, that constraint would impose λi = 0, and we would be back to the usual

5The “i0” component of Einstein equations arrives to the same expression for Si after replacing H and its
derivative using the Friedman equations in Eqs. (2.45), so it gives redundant information.
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isotropic Horndeski cosmologies. This also explains why in the study of anisotropic solutions
for Horndeski theories performed in Refs. [26, 27], the inclusion of λ would not have any effect
because no additional components are considered and, hence, the equations would impose
λ = 0, i.e., the scalar field must be homogeneous. However, if the Horndeski sector is moving
during some epoch, its effects may persist throughout the universe evolution even if the
Horndeski scalar eventually disappears. To understand why this happens, it is convenient to
notice that, although the combination a4T 0

i is constant for any fluid, the evolution of the
densities and, hence, the velocities will depend on the equation of state of the fluid. If a given
fluid has constant equation of state w, its density scales as ρ ∝ a−3(1+w) and, consequently,
its velocity scales as vi ∝ a3w−1. For instance, for radiation (w = 1/3) and pressure-less
matter (w = 0) we have:{

radiation: ρr ∝ a−4 ⇒ vri = constant,

matter: ρm ∝ a−3 ⇒ vmi ∝ a−1.
(2.54)

If a moving Horndeski is present before, for example, decoupling, the primordial plasma will
have a relative velocity with respect to the CCM. As baryons and photons decouple, the
very presence of the moving Horndeski component will generate a relative motion between
baryons and photons because of their different equations of state. A similar mechanism
might also operate in the early universe in the inflationary, re-heating or post-inflationary
era that could generate such relative motions. In this respect, let us notice that, while the
velocities of matter components decay with the expansion (although only as 1/a), the motion
of the radiation component persists with its primordial amplitude since its velocity remains
constant. In other words, while the motion of matter converges towards the CCM rest frame
as the universe expands, radiation maintains a constant relative motion with respect to the
CCM frame. This feature opens new possibilities for anisotropic solutions with potentially
interesting phenomenological applications. We will take a first step in these phenomenological
applications by applying it to dark energy models and will leave further explorations for e.g.
the early universe for future work. Before delving into those applications, we will digress a
bit to discuss the mini-superspace formulation of the moving Horndeski scenarios and their
dual formulations in terms of 2-form fields. This little detour will also allow us to discuss
some subtle points of those formulations.

2.4 Mini-superspace description

Although we can always resort to the covariant equations to obtain and solve the dynamics,
it is instructive to discuss the mini-superspace description of the moving Horndeski scenarios,
since it entails some potential subtleties that we will have the occasion to clarify. Furthermore,
the dimensionally reduced mini-superspace action simplifies many computations and can add
additional insights on the system properties, especially regarding symmetries. It is also the
starting point for quantum cosmology approach à la Wheeler-de Witt. The mini-superspace
approach essentially amounts to applying Palais’ principle of symmetric criticality [81] (see
also e.g. Ref. [82] for applications to General Relativity), so we can perform a symmetry
reduction in the action and obtain the equations of motion from such a reduced action. In
our case, the residual symmetry group is homogeneity and axial-symmetry, as imposed by the
field profile in Eq. (2.9). This is then the symmetry reduction that should be imposed on the
metric which should admit three Killing vectors associated to homogeneity and one Killing
vector for rotations around the preferred direction. We can use Cartesian coordinates with
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the preferred direction along the z-axis adapted to these Killing vectors, so that translations
are generated by P(i) = ∂i, and rotations around the preferred axis by J(z) = x∂y − y∂x.
Employing ADM variables, the appropriate Ansatz for the metric can be parameterised as:

ds2 =
(
−N2 +NiN

i
)
dt2 + 2Nidtdx

i + a2
[
e2σ
(
dx2 + dy2

)
+ e−4σdz2

]
, (2.55)

where N(t) and Ni(t) represent the lapse function and shift vector, respectively; a(t) the
isotropic scale factor and σ(t) the shear, that is related to Σ introduced in Eq. (2.13)
as Σ = σ̇/H. It is important to keep both the lapse and the shift in order to recover the
Hamiltonian and momentum constraints. Of course, both can be trivialised by an appropriate
diffeomorphism, so we can set them to N(t) = 1 and Ni(t) = 0, but this operation can only
be performed at the level of the equations and not at the level of the action, i.e., only after
carrying out the corresponding variations. Otherwise, the correct equations of motion cannot
be recovered. In our set-up, we can align the shift N⃗ with λ⃗ so we will set Ni = Nz(t)δiz.
For the sake of completeness, we will add a second component besides the Horndeski scalar
field and, for simplicity, we will consider a superfluid described by a shift-symmetric scalar
χ with Lagrangian:

L = P (X ), X = −1

2
(∂χ)2. (2.56)

The appropriate configuration for this field is the analogous of that given in Eq. (2.63) in
order to describe a moving superfluid, so we will consider the following profile:

⟨χ⟩ = χ(t) + µ⃗ · x⃗, (2.57)

with µ⃗ a constant vector that, in our frame choice, will have the form µ⃗ = µêz. We can now
insert our general Ansatz in the action, so we obtain the mini-superspace action:

S = S[N,Nz, a, σ, ϕ, χ;λ, µ]. (2.58)

The precise form of the mini-superspace action is not especially illuminating for our purposes
here so we will not reproduce it and will refer to Appendix A for its explicit form. We will
however discuss its key features of relevance for us. Let us notice that both λ and µ do not
play the role of dynamical variables but they are rather parameters in the reduced action.
Due to the shift-symmetry of the Horndeski sector and the considered matter sector, the
variables ϕ and χ only enter with time derivatives and their equations of motion reduce to:

dQϕ

dt
= 0,

dQχ

dt
= 0, (2.59)

where Qϕ = δS
δϕ̇

and Qχ = δS
δχ̇ . On the other hand, the shift Nz and both scalar fields only

enter through the combinations ϕ̇ − λNz and χ̇ − µNz. This is due to a residual symmetry
ϕ → ϕ + ϵλt, χ → χ + µϵt, Nz → Nz + ϵ, for an arbitrary constant parameter ϵ, that is
inherited from the diffeomorphism-invariance of the full Lagrangian. One can corroborate
that the gauge transformation xi → xi − tϵi leads to

δg00 = 2ϵiNi, δg0i = ϵi, δgij = 0, δϕ = tϵiλi, δχ = tϵiµi, (2.60)

which is the quoted residual symmetry with ϵ⃗ = ϵêz. Let us note that the transformation of
g00 implies that the lapse does not change (δN = 0) and the generated boundary term from
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the diffeomorphism transformation (we employ the active realisation where only the fields
change) is ∂i(tϵ

iL) = 0 due to the homogeneity of the configuration. This residual symmetry
explains why the mini-superspace action is constructed upon the building blocks ϕ̇ − λNz

and χ̇ − µNz and, hence, we can relate the variations with respect to the shift Nz with the
variations with respect to ϕ̇ and χ̇, which are precisely the corresponding conserved charges.
Thus, the shift equation of motion can be written as

0 = − δS
δNz

= λQϕ + µQχ, (2.61)

which in turn gives a constraint for the values of the conserved charges. This constraint
arises from the explained residual gauge symmetry and is nothing but the mini-superspace
version of the general relation shown in Sec. 2.2. Let us emphasise that these expressions
are general, i.e., we have not fixed neither the lapse nor the shift. We are now permitted
to set the shift Nz = 0, which amounts to going to the CCM rest frame. The constraint
in Eq. (2.61) illustrates once more the fact already explained, that it is necessary to have
at least two components in order to have a physically relevant cosmological scenario with
moving components. If one of the two components does not move, say µ = 0, the momentum
constraint forces the other component to either have a vanishing motion λ = 0 or to evolve
with a trivial charge Qϕ = 0. This is the reason why it is legitimate to set the shift to zero in
the mini-superspace action when there is only one matter sector, and it is imposed to have
either vanishing motion or vanishing charge.

The Bianchi identities associated to diffeomorphisms invariance in the mini-superspace
read:

N
d

dt

(
δS
δN

)
+Nz

d

dt

(
δS
δNz

)
− ȧ

δS
δa

− σ̇
δS
δσ

− ϕ̇
δS
δϕ

− χ̇
δS
δχ

= 0, (2.62)

and they expresses the off-shell relation between the equations of motion. This identity also
expresses the fact that both the Hamiltonian and momentum constraints cannot be obtained
from the remaining equations via the Bianchi identities, which is of course the statement that
they correspond to constraint equations, so fixing either the lapse or the shift at the level of
the action is illegitimate in general. In our case, we have shown that the shift can be fixed
in the action if the matter sector has either no motion or vanishing charges. This means
that the momentum constraint trivialises and, hence, there is no information loss. This is
the reason why neglecting the shift in Ref. [83] was legitimate, where the sector with trivial
charge was considered,6 and it is the same reasoning employed in Ref. [65] to not consider the
shift in the mini-superspace formulation of rotating cosmologies in the presence of a single
time-dependent scalar or a solid in the unitary gauge.

2.5 The 2-form dual formulation

The moving Horndeski cosmologies introduced above crucially rely on the shift symmetry
for the scalar field and it is well-known that massless 2-form fields admit a dualisation to
shift symmetric scalar fields. It is thus opportune to ask what the dual formulation of the
configuration in Eq. (2.9) in terms of a massless 2-form Bµν might be. The answer is given
by the following configuration:

Bij =
1

3
Bϵijkx

k + b(t)ϵijkλ
k, (2.63)

6Technically, the authors of Ref. [83] consider the dual description in terms of a 2-form field (we will analyse
this duality in Sec. 2.5), but the logic is the same.
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where B is a constant parameter (whose value could be absorbed into a redefinition of the
spatial coordinates), b(t) is some function of time and λi is a constant vector. It is important
to notice that the first term in Eq. (2.63) will not, in general, lead to a homogeneous con-
figuration by itself and this is the reason why the 2-form needs to be massless. In that case,
there is a gauge symmetry for the 2-form, Bµν → Bµν +2∂[µθν], with θν an arbitrary 1-form,
that allows to restore homogeneity as a combination of spatial rotations and gauge transfor-
mations. As a matter of fact, if b(t) is constant, the configuration is not only homogeneous,
but also isotropic because the second term in Eq. (2.63) would be a pure gauge mode (see
e.g. Ref. [84] for more details).7 To see this more clearly, it is convenient to recall that the
physical quantity for a massless 2-form is its field strength Hµνρ ≡ 3∂[µBνρ] which, for the
configuration in Eq. (2.63), reads:

Hijk = Bϵijk, H0ij = ḃϵijkλ
k, (2.64)

that clearly shows how the 2-form profile in Eq. (2.63) gives rise to a homogeneous but
anisotropic configuration, as advertised. It is interesting to notice that the inhomogeneous
piece in Eq. (2.63) leads to an isotropic field strength while the homogeneous term is the
one responsible for the anisotropic contribution to the field strength. This is the opposite
of what happens in the shift-symmetric scalar description where it is the inhomogeneous
piece of the scalar field profile in Eq. (2.9) the responsible for the anisotropic contributions.
This exchange of the roles of the homogeneous and inhomogeneous pieces in the field profile
simply reflects the duality relation between both descriptions. We refer to Ref. [84] for more
extensive discussions on this point.

It remains to show that the configuration in Eq. (2.63) also reproduces the universal
relation in Eq. (2.16) obtained for the moving Horndeski cosmologies. At this point, it is
convenient to clarify that the duality between massless 2-forms and shift-symmetric scalars is
well-established for theories described by actions that contain up to first order derivatives of
the fields (perhaps modulo integration by parts), while the equivalence for theories featuring
higher order derivatives is, in general, not possible [84]. There are however some cases
where the equivalence can be established for more general theories (see e.g., Ref. [86] for an
explicit construction). We will first show the duality for the class of shift-symmetric theories
described by G2(X).8 Let us then consider a 2-form whose dynamics is governed by the
following Lagrangian:

L = G̃2(Y ), with Y ≡ − 1

12
HµνρH

µνρ. (2.65)

The energy-momentum tensor of the 2-form is given by:

Tµν =
1

2
G̃2Y (Y )HµαβHν

αβ + G̃2(Y )gµν , (2.66)

while the 2-form field equations are:

∇µ

[
G̃2Y (Y )Hµνρ

]
= 0. (2.67)

7An analogous set-up has been employed in Ref. [85] for the construction of thick brane scenarios with
non-trivially realised symmetries on the brane.

8These theories describe a super-fluid and our configuration in Eq. (2.9) would then describe a moving
super-fluid. Then, the formulation in terms of a massless 2-form represents the dual formulation of a moving
super-fluid, as explained in e.g. Ref. [87].
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We can now evaluate these equations for the configuration in Eq. (2.63). We will again choose
λ⃗ = λêz so the field equations reduce to the single equation:

λ
d

dt

[
a2∥

a3
ḃG̃2Y (Y )

]
= 0, (2.68)

that, for λ ̸= 0, gives us:
a2∥

a3
G̃2Y (Y )ḃ = QB, (2.69)

with QB constant. We can now look at the momentum density whose only non-trivial com-
ponent reads:

T 0
z = −B

ḃG̃2Y (Y )

a4⊥
λ. (2.70)

Upon use of Eq. (2.69), we obtain:

T 0
z = −B

QB

a4
λ, (2.71)

which satisfactorily recovers the universal relation in Eq. (2.16) for the moving 2-form de-
scribed by Eq. (2.65) and in the configuration in Eq. (2.63). This very simple example
corresponds to a superfluid in its two dual formulations and has allowed to illustrate how
the results of the precedent sections arise for the massless 2-form theories. It is however
alluring to see how these results extend to a less trivial example. Thus, we shall now turn
our attention to the more interesting case treated in Ref. [86] described by the Lagrangian:

L = − 1

12 detG
GµαGνβGργHµνρHαβγ , (2.72)

where we have defined the object:

Gµν ≡ αgµν + βGµν , (2.73)

with α and β constant parameters and detG the determinant of Gµ
ν . As shown in Ref. [86],

this Lagrangian is dual to the scalar theory:

L = −1

2
Gµν∂µϕ∂νϕ, (2.74)

so it provides a 2-form dual of a sub-class of Horndeski theories. We will perform our
analysis by resorting to the mini-superspace formulation. For completeness, and in order
to add further clarifications on how to properly use this approach, we will supplement our
2-form sector with a super-fluid as in Sec. 2.4. The mini-superspace action, including the
Einstein-Hilbert term for the gravitational sector and the superfluid sector, reads:

S =

∫
dt

[
3m2

P

a3

N

(
σ̇2 − ȧ2

a2

)
+ P(X )− B2N

2a3

[
α+

3β

N2

(
σ̇2 − ȧ2

a2

)]−1

+
e−4σ

2aN

(
λḃ−BNz

)2{
α− β

N2

[
2σ̈ + 3σ̇2 + 2

ä

a
+

ȧ2

a2
+ 6

ȧσ̇

a
− 2

Ṅ

N

(
σ̇ +

ȧ

a

)]}−1
 ,

(2.75)
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where m2
P = 1/(8πG) is the reduced Planck mass. Let us notice again that B enters as a

parameter of the reduced action and the only dynamical variable associated to the 2-form
is b(t). Furthermore, this variable only enters with derivatives so its equation will have the
form:

d

dt

(
∂L

∂ḃ

)
= 0, (2.76)

i.e., we recover once again a conservation law. Similarly, the scalar field χ only enters with
derivatives so its equation of motion provides another conservation equation:

d

dt

(
∂L

∂χ̇

)
= 0. (2.77)

On the other hand, the equation for the shift, Nz, leads to another constraint. In order to
unveil such a constraint, we first notice that:

∂L

∂Nz
= −B

λ

∂L

∂ḃ
− 1

µ

∂L

∂χ̇
, (2.78)

where we have used that X = 1
2N2 (χ̇−µNz)

2− µ2e4σ

2a2
. This relation is of course the version of

the universal identity in Eq. (2.38) for the system formed by the 2-form and the super-fluid,
and the fact thatNz(t), b(t) and χ(t) only enter the action through the combinations λḃ−BNz

and χ̇−µNz is a consequence of the residual gauge symmetry analogous to Eq. (2.60). Since
the shift Nz only enters algebraically in the action, its equation of motion reduces to:

B

λ

∂L

∂ḃ
+

1

µ

∂L

∂χ̇
= 0, (2.79)

where we recognise the conserved quantities ∂L
∂ḃ

≡ Qb and ∂L
∂χ̇ ≡ Qχ, and we recover the

relation:
BQb

λ
+

Qχ

µ
= 0. (2.80)

We can also easily address the consistency of setting the shift to zero if we restrict to field
configurations with B = 0. For these configurations, the above constraint imposes the
triviality of the charge Qχ or, in other words, the super-fluid must be at rest with respect
to the 2-form field. Under these circumstances, the equation of the shift, Eq. (2.79), is
identically satisfied and, hence, it is consistent to neglect it from the mini-superspace action.

After our slight detour to explore the mini-superspace description of the moving Horn-
deski scenarios and their dual formulations, let us return to our main route and continue
with the application to moving dark energy scenarios.

3 Moving KGB dark energy

In the preceding Sections, we have explored the cosmological implications of the shift-
symmetric scalar Horndeski theory with the inhomogeneous scalar field profile specified in
Eq. (2.9), as well as its connection to cosmologies featuring non-comoving fluids. In this
Section, we will establish a more direct link between these theoretical constructs and models
of moving dark energy, providing a concrete realization within the framework of Horndeski
theories. Given the stringent observational constraints on the propagation speed of gravi-
tational waves, derived from both the Hulse-Taylor pulsar [88] and the LIGO/Virgo collab-
orations [89], we will focus on the Kinetic Gravity Braiding (KGB) subclass of Horndeski
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theories [19], which inherently avoid these constraints (see Appendix B for further discus-
sion). It is worth mentioning however that GWs can still impose severe stability constraints
on KGB dark energy models [90] at non-linear order in perturbations.

3.1 Moving KGB

In the remainder of this work, we restrict our analysis to the shift-symmetric KGB sub-class
of Horndeski theories. The dynamics of this model are governed by the Lagrangian:

LKGB = G2(X)−G3(X)□ϕ. (3.1)

By varying the corresponding action with respect to the metric gµν , the energy-momentum
tensor for the scalar field is obtained as:

T (ϕ)
µν = G2gµν +G2X∇µϕ∇νϕ−∇µϕ∇νG3 +∇νϕ∇µG3 + gµν∇αϕ∇αG3. (3.2)

The corresponding gravitational field equations are expressed as:

m2
PGµν = T (r)

µν + T (m)
µν + T (ϕ)

µν , (3.3)

where T
(r)
µν and T

(m)
µν denote the energy-momentum tensors for radiation and pressure-less

matter, respectively. In this context, the KGB field, ϕ, serves as the dynamical component
driving the accelerated cosmic expansion.

In our subsequent analysis, we will work with the field equations directly so we are free
to fix the shift and the lapse. We will set the shift to zero or, in other words, we will work in
the CCM rest frame, and we will also work in conformal time η, that amounts to fixing the
lapse N(t) = a(t). Thus, we will employ the axisymmetric Bianchi I metric, given by:

ds2 = a(η)2
{
−dη2 +

[
e2σ(dx2 + dy2) + e−4σdz2

]}
. (3.4)

The non-zero momentum density is manifested through the off-diagonal T
0(ϕ)
z component of

the scalar field’s energy-momentum tensor. For the metric in Eq. (3.4), this component takes
the form:

T 0(ϕ)
z = −λ

ϕ′

a2

(
G2X + 3G3X

Hϕ′

a2

)
+G3X

(
H− 2σ′) λ3e4σ

a4
. (3.5)

As demonstrated in Sec. 2, the momentum density is intimately related to the conserved
current density associated with the general Horndeski theory. For the KGB theory, the
current Jµ can be defined as:

Jµ = −G2X∇µϕ+G3X□ϕ∇µϕ+G3X∇µX. (3.6)

The temporal component of this current, that will define the conserved charge of the KGB
field, reads:

J 0 =
ϕ′

a2

(
G2X + 3G3X

Hϕ′

a2

)
−G3X

(
H− 2σ′) λ2e4σ

a4
, (3.7)

where we stress the definition J ≡ J0/a, which explicitly confirms that the momentum
density can be expressed in terms of the current’s temporal component as in Eq. (2.15):

T 0(ϕ)
z = −J 0λ. (3.8)
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The conservation of the homogeneous current density, ∇µJ
µ = 0, dictates that the temporal

component evolves as a4J 0 = Q, where Q is the charge associated to the shift symmetry.
Consequently, the momentum density evolves according to:

T 0(ϕ)
z = −Q

a4
λ, (3.9)

highlighting the universal nature of the momentum density in terms of the conserved charge.
This universal behaviour, as we will show, is essential for quantifying the contribution of the
non-comoving components to the CMB dipole.

3.2 Contribution to the CMB dipole

As discussed in Ref. [28], a non-comoving dark energy component induces a cosmological
dipole contribution to the CMB in addition to the usual kinematic component due to our
peculiar motion. In order to see how the moving Horndeski component contributes an extra
cosmological term to the CMB dipole, it will be useful to briefly review the computation of
the CMB dipole via the Sachs-Wolfe effect.

The leading order contribution to the dipole will be first order in the velocities (or λ for
the Horndeski component) so that, in the CCM, we can simply assume an isotropic FLRW
metric. The energy E of a photon propagating along the direction nµ ≡ (−1, n⃗) with n⃗2 = 1,
as measured by an observer moving with 4-velocity uµ = 1

a(−1, v⃗) is given by:

E ≡ uµp
µ, (3.10)

with the photon’s 4-momentum:

pµ = E
dxµ

dθ
, (3.11)

where E parametrizes the photon energy, and xµ(θ) describes the photon’s trajectory as
a function of the affine parameter θ. Since the FLRW in conformal time is conformal to
Minkowski, the photon trajectory, at first order, is simply xµ = ηnµ and its 4-momentum
becomes:

pµ =
E

a2
nµ. (3.12)

We can then compute the photon energy at first order as:

E =
E

a
(1− v⃗ · n⃗). (3.13)

Thus, the photon energy experiences a Doppler-like shift due to the observer’s motion. This
shift contributes to the CMB anisotropies, particularly affecting the dipole in the temperature
distribution δT/T0, with T0 the monopole temperature. The anisotropy induced in the CMB
can be computed via the Sachs-Wolfe effect:

δT

T0
=

a0E0 − adecEdec
adecEdec

, (3.14)

where the subscript “0” refers to quantities evaluated at present, and “dec” refers to quantities
evaluated at the time of decoupling. The dipole can be obtained by expanding the above
expression to first order in the velocities:

(δT )dipole
T0

≈ n⃗ ·
(
v⃗dec − v⃗0

)
. (3.15)
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Here, v⃗dec represents the velocity of the emitter at decoupling, while v⃗0 is the observer’s
velocity at the present time. Assuming that the intrinsic dipole at the last scattering surface
is negligible, we have v⃗dec ≈ v⃗r,dec, where v⃗r,dec is the radiation fluid’s velocity at decoupling
in the CCM rest frame. Since the velocity of radiation remains constant throughout the
Universe evolution, we have v⃗r,dec ≃ v⃗r,0. Furthermore, if the observer is at rest relative to
the matter fluid today, we have v⃗0 ≈ v⃗m,0. Thus, the dipole contribution reduces to:

(δT )dipole
T0

≈ n⃗ ·
(
v⃗r,0 − v⃗m,0

)
, (3.16)

which can be interpreted as the relative motion of matter with respect to the CMB at present.
Let us notice that, although we have obtained the expression in Eq. (3.16) in the CCM, it
remains valid for any frame (at first order) because it is expressed as the difference of the
matter and radiation velocities. As explained above, the matter velocity decreases as 1/a with
the expansion of the universe so matter components tend to converge towards the CCM.9

Before decoupling, matter and radiation are tightly coupled and, thus, they share a common
rest frame. However, once decoupling has finalised, while matter starts converging towards
the CCM rest frame, radiation remains in motion with the same constant velocity it had
at decoupling. Consequently, the relative velocity of radiation with respect to the matter
component approximately coincides with its relative CCM velocity, the difference being order
adec/a0 ∼ 10−3, and the dipole contribution can be expressed as:

(δT )dipole
T0

≈ n⃗ · v⃗r,0, (3.17)

where now the velocity is relative to the CCM.
As discussed in Sec. 2, the presence of an extra component before decoupling is cru-

cial for the possibility of having a motion of the primordial plasma before decoupling to
restore momentum conservation. In our case, the extra source of momentum that makes
it possible to have a moving scenario is provided by the KGB field that will contribute
to the constraint equation Eq. (2.48) with the term (3.9). At high redshift, deep within the
radiation-dominated epoch, we can identify the radiation velocity with that of the primordial
plasma and neglect the matter components so the constraint in Eq. (2.48) reads:

−Q

a4
λ⃗+

4

3
ρrv⃗r = 0, (3.18)

where we have used that wr = 1/3. Using now that ρr ∝ a−4, we can finally obtain the
relation:

v⃗r =
3Q

4ρr,0
λ⃗ =

3Q̄

4Ωr,0
λ⃗, (3.19)

where Q̄ ≡ Q/ρcrit, with ρcrit denoting the critical density today. This expression relates the
(constant) velocity of radiation with the conserved charge of the KGB field and the constant
vector λ⃗. Equipped with the relation between the radiation velocity and the moving KGB
quantities, we can express the dipole contribution as:

(δT )dipole
T0

≈ 3Q̄

4Ωr,0
n⃗ · λ⃗, (3.20)

9This is nothing but the equivalent of why galaxies converge towards the Hubble flow in the standard case.
In the moving dark energy scenarios, the convergence occurs towards the CCM frame instead of the Hubble
flow.
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Figure 1. Velocity profiles of radiation (red), baryons (blue), and dark matter (green) are shown
with vr = 1.23 × 10−3 in units where c = 1. Radiation velocity remains constant, while baryon and
dark matter velocities decay as 1/a after their decoupling at z = 1100 and z = 104, respectively,
approaching the CCM rest frame.

that gives a direct link between the moving KGB dark energy and the CMB dipole. CMB
temperature measurements indicate that Ωr,0 ≃ 9× 10−5 [91], while the observed amplitude
of the CMB dipole is (δT )dip/T0 ≃ 1.23×10−3 [92]. This is the maximum value for the dipole
that can be generated by the moving KGB field so the model parameters are constrained to
be:

λQ̄ ≲ 1.476× 10−7. (3.21)

This constraint saturates if the moving KGB accounts for all of the CMB dipole while peculiar
motions only contribute at sub-leading order. If we ascribe the bulk flow excess reported in
CosmicFlows4 [63], that amounts to ∼ 380km/s on spheres of radius R ∼ 200h−1Mpc, to
the moving KGB, we obtain that the radiation velocity relative to the CCM is vr ≃ 10−3

and the bound on the moving KGB parameters is λQ̄ ∼ 10−7, similar to the upper bound
in Eq. (3.21) derived from the CMB dipole. It is important to notice that the value of the
conserved charge Q̄ is determined by requiring a sufficiently accelerated expansion if the KGB
field is to play the role of dark energy, so the obtained constraints in turn translate on an
upper bound on λ. Furthermore, we have not specified any particular KGB model so the
resulting constraints on λQ̄ are completely general. This is an important consequence of the
universal relation in Eq. (2.16).

In the standard model, the observed CMB dipole is fully attributed to our motion
relative to the CMB rest frame, defined as the frame with a vanishing dipole [93]. In the
framework presented here, however, the dipole may include a contribution arising from the
difference between our velocity and that of the CMB with respect to the CCM rest frame.
To see the magnitude of this difference, in Fig. 1, we illustrate the velocity evolution of
the radiation fluid (red line), baryons (blue line), and dark matter (green line) assuming
vr = 1.23 × 10−3 in units where c = 1. The radiation fluid velocity remains constant
throughout the cosmic expansion history. Prior to recombination, baryons and dark matter
are tightly coupled to the radiation fluid, sharing a common rest frame. After decoupling,
however, the velocities of these fluids decay as 1/a, consistent with Eq. (2.54). Specifically,
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baryons decouple from radiation at z = 1100, while dark matter is assumed to decouple at z =
104.10 As the velocities of pressure-less matter fluids diminish over time, they asymptotically
approach the CCM rest frame. Notably, the relative velocity difference between these matter
fluids and the radiation fluid induces a bulk flow. As commented above, this observation is
particularly significant given that numerous studies suggest the presence of an anomalously
large bulk flow that could be in tension with the standard ΛCDM paradigm. Let us emphasise
once more that the mere presence of a moving KGB component at decoupling is the trigger
to generate relative motions between matter and radiation. The amplitude of the generated
bulk flow depends on the relative importance of the moving KGB field at decoupling because
it is the amount of KGB momentum density at that time what determines the (constant)
amplitude of the radiation velocity. We will illustrate this point with a specific example
below, but before, let us study the effects on the quadrupole.

3.3 Contribution to the CMB quadrupole

At first order in the velocities, only the dipole is affected by the relative motion of the universe
components. However, at second order, the quadrupole will also receive a correction due to
the relative motions because they generate a certain level of anisotropic expansion at that
order. More generally, we expect a contribution to the ℓ−th multipole of order |v|ℓ so, if
the velocities are small, the effect on the CMB from the relative motions decreases as we
go to higher multipoles. In this Section, we will be concerned with the contribution to the
quadrupole, where we can still have observable effects, as we will show in the following, while
the effects on higher multipoles will be very subdominant with respect to other sources of
anisotropy such as e.g. those produced by the primordial inflationary fluctuations.

As previously discussed, non-comoving components can induce anisotropic expansion of
the Universe. In the context of this work, such anisotropy is encapsulated by the function σ
in the axisymmetric Bianchi I metric described in Eq. (3.4). A key observational consequence
of an anisotropic shear is its imprint on the CMB temperature anisotropies, particularly the
quadrupole moment, which can be obtained by computing the Sachs-Wolfe effect. If the
velocities are small, the leading order contribution to the quadrupole is second order [29].
Without assuming small velocities, we have shown above that the moving components in the
CCM frame give rise to an axisymmetric Bianchi I metric, so we can alternatively compute
the Sachs-Wolfe effect for such a metric. The anisotropy induced by the shear of the Bianchi
metrics can be expressed as [29, 56, 96, 97]:(

δT

T

)
shear

= −
∫ t0

tdec

dt σijn
inj (3.22)

where tdec and t0 denote the times of decoupling and today, respectively, and σij is the shear
tensor, defined as:

σij =
1

2
γ̇ij , γij = e2βiδij . (3.23)

Here, γij represents the spatial metric of the Bianchi I spacetime, with βi encoding anisotropy
along each axis. In our axisymmetric case, β1 = β2 = σ and β3 = −2σ. Consequently, the

10Dark matter likely separated from the early plasma before neutrino decoupling (z = 109) but after the
electro-weak phase transition (z = 1015) [94, 95]. However, the precise epoch of dark matter decoupling is not
relevant for our purposes because its rest frame at present agrees well with the CCM frame, thus making the
predictions on the CMB dipole essentially insensitive to the precise dark matter decoupling time; the choice
of z = 104 is made for simplicity and aesthetic considerations.
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integrand in the quadrupole expression is determined by σ̇ and, therefore, the net effect on
the photons temperature fluctuation is determined by the variation of the shear between
decoupling and today. Furthermore, it is easy to see from Eq. (3.22) that the temperature
fluctuation induced by the shear is purely quadrupolar so we can estimate:

(δT )quad
T0

≃ σdec − σ0, (3.24)

where the quadrupole is directly tied to the evolution of the geometric shear σ, which is
sourced by the non-comoving components. To determine the evolution equation for σ, we
begin with the trace-free component of the gravitational field equations in Eq. (3.3). For the
left-hand side, the trace-less Einstein tensor component is:

m2
P

(
G2

2 −G3
3

)
= 3

m2
P

a2
(
σ′′ + 2Hσ′) . (3.25)

For the right-hand side, an anisotropic expansion modifies the perfect fluid description of the
cosmic components. In this context, the energy-momentum tensor takes the general form:

T (α)
µν =

(
ρ(α) + p(α)

)
u(α)µ u(α)ν + p(α)gµν + 2q

(α)
(µ u

(α)
ν) +Π(α)

µν , (3.26)

where q
(α)
µ is the energy flux (or momentum density) and Π

(α)
µν is the trace-free anisotropic

stress tensor. Assuming the absence of intrinsic anisotropic stress contributions from radi-
ation and matter, the relative motion among the different components remains as the sole
source for the anisotropic tensor which, in turn, only arises at second order in the velocities
[29]. Thus, radiation and matter source the evolution of σ via a term that, in our frame
choice where the relative motion takes place along the z-direction, can be expressed as:

T 2
(α)2 − T 3

(α)3 = −
(
ρ(α) + p(α)

) (
v(α)z

)2
e−4σ. (3.27)

On the other hand, the anisotropic stress for the scalar field, using Eq. (3.2), becomes:

T 2
(ϕ)2 − T 3

(ϕ)3 = −λ2e4σ

a2

[
G2X +G3X

(
ϕ′′

a2
+ 2

Hϕ′

a2

)]
. (3.28)

Remarkably, by evaluating the spatial component of the density current in Eq. (3.6), we can
express the anisotropic stress as:11

T 2
(ϕ)2 − T 3

(ϕ)3 = λJz. (3.29)

However, although this is a general expression valid for any KGB model, it does not exhibit
a universality property as the momentum density T 0

i in the sense that the evolution of Jz

is not constrained by the conservation of Jµ, but it depends on the specific KGB model that
is considered.

11This expression can be shown to hold generally from the off-shell Bianchi identities obtained in Sec. 2.2
similarly to the universal relation in Eq. (2.15). It is worth clarifying, however, that the quartic and quintic
Horndeski Lagrangians do not feature the same general relation of the anisotropic stress and the spatial
component of current obtained in Eq. (3.29) for the KGB theories, although we can still use the Bianchi
identities to obtain the generalised relations.
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Combining all contributions to the anisotropic stress, we can obtain the evolution equa-
tion for the geometrical shear σ as:

σ′′ + 2Hσ′ = S, (3.30)

where we have defined the source term:

S =
a2

3m2
P

λJz −
∑
α

(1 + w(α))
a2ρ(α)

3m2
P

v2(α)e
−4σ, (3.31)

where the subscript z on v(α) has been dropped, and w(α) ≡ p(α)/ρ(α) denotes the equation
of state of the corresponding fluid. Unlike for the dipole contribution, to fully evaluate the
quadrupole contribution we need to specify a KGB model. The reason is that the dipole
depends on the value of the conserved charge Q that universally arises thanks to the relation
in Eq. (2.16). Moreover, the momentum density also features a universal evolution that
allows to eventually express the dipole contribution in terms of the constants Q̄ and λ as in
Eq. (3.20). The quadrupole instead depends on Jz, whose evolution depends on the specific
theory. We can however make some estimates because the shear must be small so we can
solve the shear equation in a sort of Born approximation as:

σ ≃
∫

dη

a2

∫
a2S

∣∣
σ=0

dη, (3.32)

i.e., by setting the shear to zero in the source term. In this approximation, we can see that
the leading order contribution is second order in the velocities and λ, as we had anticipated.
Now we can notice that the contribution to the source term in Eq. (3.31) from the matter
components decays with respect to the radiation contribution. By setting σ = 0 in the source
terms, the contribution from radiation and matter can be written as:

a2Sr = −4

3
H2

0Ωr0v
2
r , a2Sm = −a2dec

H2
0Ωm0

a
v2r . (3.33)

where we have used that vm = vr
adec
a because the matter velocity decays as 1/a and it has the

same velocity as radiation before its decoupling at adec. As shown in Fig. 1, the decoupling of
baryons and dark matter happens at different times, but this is not relevant for our argument
here. We can then express the matter source as:

Sm =
3

4

a2dec
a

Ωm,0

Ωr,0
Sr. (3.34)

At decoupling, we have Sm ≃ 2.3Sr, where we have considered the baryons-photons decou-
pling time, so they are of the same order of magnitude. However, as the universe expands
there is a suppressing factor (a2dec/a) that makes the matter contribution smaller. For in-
stance, today we have Sm ≃ 2 × 10−3Sr . Since the contribution to the quadrupole is
an integrated quantity, the contribution from radiation will give a good estimate to the
quadrupole from the non-Horndeski components. Let us notice that we have overestimated
the matter contribution because dark matter (which is the dominant matter component)
decouples much before recombination so neglecting the matter contribution is even a better
approximation than we have obtained. Thus, we can focus on the radiation contribution that
can be computed as:

(∆σ)r ≃ −4

3
H2

0Ωr,0v
2
r

∫ ηdec

η0

dη

a2

∫ η

ηi

dη̂ ≃ −8

3

Ωr,0v
2
r

adec
, (3.35)
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where ηi represents some initial condition on σ that does not play any relevant role, we
have neglected the KGB contribution to the background evolution and we have used that
decoupling occurs in the matter dominated epoch, so we have also neglected the contribution
from radiation to the background evolution at decoupling. Thus, if we saturate the bound
vr ∼ 10−3, we obtain (∆σ)r ∼ 10−7. This value is well-below the CMB quadrupole constraint
so that the only potential additional constraint on the moving KGB model must necessarily
come from the KGB contribution. Although we need to specify a particular KGB model to
compute its contribution to the quadrupole, we can obtain a general constraint as follows:

(∆σ)KGB ≃ λ

3m2
P

∫ ηdec

η0

dη

a2

∫ η

η⋆

dη̂
√
−gJz = λQ̄H2

0

∫ ηdec

η0

dη

a2

∫ η

η⋆

dη̂
Jz

J 0

≲ λQ̄H2
0

∣∣∣∣ Jz

J 0

∣∣∣∣
max

∫ ηdec

η0

dη

a2

∫ η

η⋆

dη̂ ≃ 2
λQ̄

adec

∣∣∣∣ Jz

J 0

∣∣∣∣
max

, (3.36)

where we have used that
√
−gJ 0 = Q = 3m2

PH
2
0 Q̄ and |Jz/J 0|max denotes the maximum of

the absolute value of Jz/J 0 in the integration region (i.e., from decoupling till today). Now
we can use the CMB dipole bound in Eq. (3.21) that constrains λQ̄ ≲ 10−7 to obtain:

(∆σ)KGB ≲ 10−4

∣∣∣∣ Jz

J 0

∣∣∣∣
max

. (3.37)

Since the CMB quadrupole is ∼ 10−5, the moving KGB model will be compatible with the
CMB quadrupole provided Jz always remains much smaller than J 0. More specifically, if
there is an epoch with Jz ≃ 10−1J 0, the moving KGB can give a non-negligible contribution
to the quadrupole, while if Jz ≪ 10−1J 0 through the entire evolution from decoupling, the
CMB quadrupole does not impose any additional constraints on the moving KGB model.
Notice that, since Jz is proportional to λ, the smallness of λ impacts the smallness of Jz as
well. As a matter of fact, for small λ we expect to have Jz/J 0 ∼ λ/ϕ′, that is the small
quantity dictating that spatial gradients are much smaller than temporal ones. This means
that we can further estimate

(∆σ)KGB ≲ 10−4 |λ|
|ϕ′|min

. (3.38)

Of course, we have made a number of assumptions and approximations, so the obtained
bounds should be taken as indicative. As mentioned earlier, a more accurate result requires
specifying the KGB model. We will undertake this task in the next section, where we will
introduce the imperfect dark energy model [19] to explicitly show our general arguments.
Similarly, but in Appendix D, we will introduce the galileon ghost condensate model [98],
as a KGB realization where the moving mechanism driven by scalar field leaves only tiny
imprints in the anisotropic expansion, and hence in the CMB quadrupole.

Before proceeding to a specific model, let us point out that the contribution to the
quadrupole from the moving KGB model is to be added to the quadrupole generated from
inflation, which is a stochastic component. Since the anisotropies are small, the total
quadrupole can be computed by linearly adding the inflationary and the moving KGB con-
tributions. If the moving KGB contribution is substantially smaller than the inflationary
component, it will have a negligible effect. However, if both contributions are equally im-
portant, the stochastic nature of the inflationary component will make the observed total
quadrupole in our universe to lie between the sum and the difference of both contributions.
This was used in some attempts to explain the low quadrupole value of the CMB [29, 56].
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Let us finally mention that the relative motion of matter and radiation produces an
additional contribution to the quadrupole which arises as a second order Doppler effect [29].
Such a term is n⃗ ·

(
v⃗dec − v⃗0

)
(v⃗dec · n⃗). The first factor is again the dipole and the second

factor is determined by the observer velocity at decoupling that, as we have discussed above,
coincides with the radiation velocity so this contribution is, at most, O(10−6) and, thus, can
be safely neglected for our purposes.

3.4 An explicit example: Imperfect Dark Energy

After deriving some general properties and results for the moving KGB model, we will turn
our attention to a particular realisation to illustrate our general results. As a proxy, we will
use the imperfect dark energy model discussed in Ref. [19] described by the Lagrangian:

LKGB = −X +
X

Λ3
□ϕ, (3.39)

with Λ some mass scale. It was found in Ref. [19] that the energy density of the scalar field
can peak around radiation-matter equality and has a de Sitter attractor so it will serve the
purpose to generate perturbative relative motions. In order to show the feasibility of this
scenario to generate relative motions, we will work at leading order in λ, which means that
we can analyse the background cosmology in an FLRW universe. We will then consider a
FLRW metric in cosmic time in the following. At leading order in λ, the conserved charge
can be written as:

Q ≃ −a3ϕ̇

(
1− 3Hϕ̇2

Λ3

)
, (3.40)

where we have chosen the sign for convenience. From this expression we can obtain the
time-derivative of the scalar field in terms of the conserved charge as:

ϕ̇ ≃ Λ3

6H

(
1±

√
1 +

12QH

Λ3a3

)
. (3.41)

The minus sign drives the field to an attractor with ϕ̇ = 0, which is not the interesting case
for us. Instead, the branch with the plus sign evolves to a de Sitter attractor with:

ϕ̇ =
Λ3

3H
, (3.42)

that is independent of Q, as it should given its attractor nature. If this attractor is to drive
the accelerated expansion today, we need ϕ̇0 ≃ Λ3

3H0
. In the regime far from the attractor

where 12QH
Λ3a3

≫ 1, we have instead:

ϕ̇ ≃
(

QΛ3

3a3H

)1/2

, (3.43)

which is the relation we expect at high redshift, well-inside the radiation dominated epoch,
and up to some point in the matter dominated epoch. Indeed, when 3QH

Λ3a3
≃ 1, the scalar field

is expected to transition to the attractor with ϕ̇ = Λ3

3H that will eventually lead to a de Sitter

phase. Notice that this is a natural behaviour because the quantity QH
Λ3a3

decreases with the
expansion so, if it is larger than one in the early universe, it naturally evolves towards values
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smaller than one at late times, in compliance with the de Sitter solution being an attractor.
This is the generic behaviour utilized in Ref. [23] to show the existence of de Sitter attractor.
What we need to guarantee in our scenario is that the transition occurs at the correct redshift
and, certainly, before today so we have a sufficiently long matter dominated epoch followed
by the de Sitter solution.

Let us now look at the energy density of the scalar field, which can be written as

ρϕ = −G2 + ϕ̇J0 =
1

2
ϕ̇2 + ϕ̇

Q

a3
. (3.44)

In the attractor, where Q ≪ a3ϕ̇, we have ρϕ ≃ 1
2 ϕ̇

2. We can then use Eq. (3.42) to obtain
the following relation at the de Sitter attractor:

ρϕ ≃ 1

2

(
Λ3

3H0

)2

≃ 3m2
PH

2
0 , (3.45)

for the field to drive today’s cosmic acceleration, which simply means that we need the energy
density of the scalar field be of the order of the critical density today. This requirement then
fixes the scale of Λ to be Λ3 ≃ 3

√
6mPH

2
0 . In the regime where the imperfect term dominates,

i.e., Q ≫ a3ϕ̇, the temporal gradient of the scalar field is given by Eq. (3.43) and we have:

ρϕ ≃ ϕ̇J0 ≃
(
Q3Λ3

3

)1/2

(a9H)−1/2. (3.46)

If the universe is dominated by a fluid with equation of state wx, being the KGB field
subdominant, the obtained expression for the energy density shows that the field evolves
with the following equation of state:

wϕ ≃ 1− wx

4
(3.47)

so its energy density evolves as:

ρϕ ≃
(

Q3Λ3

3H0

√
Ωi

)1/2

a−3(1+wϕ). (3.48)

During the radiation and the matter dominated epochs we find wϕ = 1/6 and wϕ = 1/4
respectively, in agreement with Ref. [19]. This means that during radiation domination the
energy density of the Horndeski field grows with respect to that of radiation until equal-
ity time and, from that moment on, its energy density decreases with respect to the dust
dominant component. In order to avoid conflicts with pre-recombination (such as Big Bang
Nucleosynthesis) and early dark energy bounds, a safe bound is to impose that the KGB field
contributes less than 10% to the energy budget at equality, i.e., ρeq ≲ 0.1ρr,eq. This leads to
the bound: (

Q

H0mP
√
aeq

)3/2

≲ 0.1 ⇒ Q

H0mP
≲ 2.3× 10−4, (3.49)

This bound on Q allows us to estimate when the transition 12QH
Λ3a3

≃ 1 occurs, i.e., the
transition from the large Q regime to the de Sitter attractor. If we saturate the bound on Q
we find that the transition happens at redshift around 5, so it is consistent with our picture.
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Furthermore, the bound on Q together with the dipole bound in Eq. (3.21) constrains λ to
be:

λ

3H0mP
≲ 10−3. (3.50)

Let us notice that ϕ̇ decreases through the universe evolution until it reaches its minimum
at the attractor, where it remains constant. Since we have ϕ̇0 ≃ H0mP at the attractor, the
obtained bound on λ in fact guarantees that λ ≪ ϕ̇ at all times and, hence, the approximation
of small λ is valid and consistent. We can however consistently saturate the bounds and
generate relative motions with vr up to 10−3 so we can still have observable effects on the
CMB dipole and bulk flows. The contribution to the CMB quadrupole is expected to be
≲ 10−7 according to Eq. (3.38) so we do not have further constraints from the quadrupole.

Now, to enhance our understanding of the model’s predictions and validate the general
estimates presented above, we perform a comprehensive phase-space analysis. For clarity
and to maintain a direct focus on the calculation of the CMB quadrupole contribution, we
summarize the primary results of the dynamical analysis here, while detailed computations
are provided in Appendix C.

We commence our dynamical analysis by introducing the following dimensionless vari-
ables:

x1 ≡ − ϕ′2

6m2
PH2

, x3 ≡
ϕ′3/Λ3

a2m2
PH

, Ωr ≡
a2ρr

3m2
PH2

, Ωb ≡
a2ρb

3m2
PH2

, u ≡ λ2e4σ

ϕ′2 , Σ ≡ σ′

H
. (3.51)

The evolution of the system is governed by the following set of first-order differential equa-
tions:

dx1
dN

= 2x1(ϵϕ − hϕ), (3.52)

dx3
dN

= x3(3ϵϕ − hϕ − 2), (3.53)

dΩr

dN
= −2Ωr(1 + hϕ), (3.54)

dΩb

dN
= −Ωb(1 + 2hϕ), (3.55)

du

dN
= 2u(2Σ− ϵϕ), (3.56)

dΣ

dN
= −Σ(2 + hϕ)−

1

3
u [6x1 + x3(2 + ϵϕ)]−

∑
α=b,c,r

(
1 + w(α)

)
Ω(α)v

2
(α), (3.57)

Here, N denotes the number of e-folds, defined via dN ≡ Hdη. To close the system, we
introduce auxiliary parameters ϵϕ ≡ ϕ′′/(Hϕ′) and hϕ ≡ H′/H2, which are expressed in
terms of the variables as follows:

qsϵϕ = 3x1
[
8−

(
3− 2u+ 3u2

)
x3
]
+ x3

[
u2x3(2Σ− 3)− 3(1 + x3 + 3Σ2 +Ωr)

]
(3.58)

+ x3 [u (1 + x3(2− 6Σ) + Σ(19Σ− 16) + Ωr)] ,

3

2
qshϕ = −9(u− 3)x21 + 3x1

[
(u− 3)x3(u

2x3 − 6) + 6ux3Σ+ 9Σ2 + 3(1 + Ωr)
]

(3.59)

− x23 [−9 + u(3− 6Σ(1 + 2Σ) + u(1 + Σ(−4 + 7Σ) + Ωr))]

+ x3
[
u2x23 (u− 2uΣ− 3) + 9

(
1 + 3Σ2 +Ωr

)]
,

qs ≡ −12x1 + x3[x3(u− 1)(3 + u)− 12]. (3.60)
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Figure 2. The time evolution of Ωr, Ωm ≡ Ωc + Ωb, ΩDE, the equations of state weff and wDE (in
the left panel), and the variables |x1|, and x3 (in the right panel). At early times, when radiation is
the dominant fluid in the cosmic budget (weff ≈ 1/3), the scalar field evolution is dominated by x3.
During the matter-dominated epoch, the scalar field crosses the phantom line approaching wDE = −2.
As time progresses, |x1| take over the dynamics, and the system transitions to a de Sitter expansion
driven by the scalar field, with weff = wDE = −1.

The effective equation of state, weff, and the dark energy equation of state, wDE, are given
by:

weff = −
1 + 2hϕ + 3Σ2

3 (1− Σ2)
, (3.61)

wDE =
3(3x1 + x3(1− ϵϕ))− u(3x1 + x3(1− ϵϕ)− 6Σx3)

9(x1 + x3) + u(9x1 − 3x3 + 6Σx3)
. (3.62)

To illustrate the model’s contributions to the CMB quadrupole [Eq. (3.24)], we numerically
solve the autonomous system. Assuming the absence of primordial anisotropy (Σi = 0), as we
expect such anisotropy to emerge at late times due to relative motion among cosmological
components, we specify the initial conditions for the remaining variables deep within the
radiation-dominated epoch (z = 1.3× 105):

Ωr,i = 0.975, Ωb,i = 0.004, x1,i = −1.2× 10−13, x3,i = 3× 10−3, ui ≈ 0.26, (3.63)

which yields Ωc,i ≈ 0.018. These initial conditions ensure consistency with the observed
energy budget today and saturate the CMB dipole constraint in Eq. (3.21) via the moving
mechanism, where vr = 1.23 × 10−3. To integrate the non-autonomous system, we account
for the decoupling history of the components: baryons decouple from radiation at the surface
of last scattering (z = 1100), while dark matter decouples earlier, around z = 104. After
decoupling, both components decay as 1/a.

The left panel of Fig. 2 presents the cosmological evolution of the density parameters
Ωr, Ωm ≡ Ωc + Ωb, and ΩDE, as well as the equations of state weff and wDE. The results
demonstrate that the known thermal history of the Universe remains unaltered by the non-
comoving components. The right panel illustrates the evolution of the variables |x1| and x3.
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Figure 3. (Left) Contributions of each component to the total shear, ΣT , during the expansion
history. The contribution from dark energy (Σϕ) remains negligible, while the contributions from
baryons (Σb) and dark matter (Σc) complement the dominant contribution from radiation. (Right)
Contribution of each component to the total shear, σT , obtained upon integrating each contribution
to ΣT .

At high redshifts, during the radiation-dominated epoch where Ωr dominates and weff ≈ 1/3,
the hierarchy x3 ≫ |x1| is evident. During the matter-dominated era (weff ≈ 0), wDE briefly
crosses the phantom line. At late times, |x1| dominates the scalar field’s energy content,
leading the system to the de Sitter attractor, characterized by weff = wDE = −1, marking
the onset of exponential expansion.

The left panel of Fig. 3 illustrates the contributions of various cosmic components to
the total shear, ΣT . Starting with Σi = 0, the relative motion of these components in-
duces shear, initially dominated by the scalar field contribution, Σϕ. Meanwhile, smaller
contributions from baryons and dark matter (Σb and Σc, respectively) complement the more
significant contribution from radiation (Σr). Despite this interplay, the total shear remains
well-controlled and decays over time. At late times, ΣT approaches zero, corresponding to
the isotropic attractor of the system. From the numerical analysis, the present-day shear
is estimated to be Σ0 ≈ 10−10, which is significantly below the observational upper limit of
|Σ0| < 10−3, as derived from supernova constraints [99, 100].

The right panel of Fig. 3 shows the corresponding geometric shear, σ, obtained by
integrating Σ. The analysis reveals that all components asymptote to a constant value, col-
lectively determining σT . This constancy reflects the isotropization of the cosmic expansion,
as such a constant can be absorbed into a redefinition of the spatial coordinates in the Bianchi
I metric [Eq. (3.4)], effectively reducing it to the FLRW form. While the shear decays over
time, the early anisotropy imprints itself on the Universe’s evolution, influencing observa-
tional signatures such as the CMB quadrupole amplitude. Using Eq. (3.24), the contribution
of this particular realization to the CMB quadrupole amplitude is estimated as:

(δT )quad
T0

≲ |σdec − σ0| ≈ 1.6× 10−6. (3.64)
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This result aligns with the conservative observational bound for the CMB quadrupole am-
plitude, |σdec − σ0| < 10−4 [97]. If the observed CMB dipole originates entirely from the
bulk flow generated by the KGB motion, then the velocity relative to the CMB frame is
vr = 1.23× 10−3. This motion leaves a residual imprint on the CMB quadrupole amplitude
of the order of 10−6, consistent with observational constraints.

To conclude this section, we provide a numerical evaluation of the general estimates for
an arbitrary KGB model derived in Sec. 3.3. There, the radiation’s contribution to anisotropy
was estimated as:

(∆σ)r ≃ −8

3

Ωr,0v
2
r

adec
≈ −4.6× 10−7.

Integrating Σr from the dynamical analysis for the imperfect dark energy scenario, we find
(∆σ)r ≈ −8.8 × 10−7, showing good agreement with the analytical estimate. On the other
hand, the scalar field contribution was estimated as:

(∆σ)KGB ≲ 2
λQ̄

adec

∣∣∣∣ Jz

J 0

∣∣∣∣
max

≈ 10−4

∣∣∣∣ Jz

J 0

∣∣∣∣
max

.

For the imperfect dark energy model, the numerical analysis yields:∣∣∣∣ Jz

J 0

∣∣∣∣
max

≈ 5

6

√
umax ≈ 5

6

∣∣∣∣ λϕ′

∣∣∣∣
max

≈ 0.42, (3.65)

confirming the estimation Jz/J 0 ∼ λ/ϕ′. Since the CMB quadrupole is ∼ 10−5, the moving
KGB model can yield a non-negligible contribution to the quadrupole if an epoch exists where
Jz ≃ 10−1J 0, consistent with our numerical findings.

Finally, for this specific KGB realization, we numerically estimate the constants derived
in Eqs. (3.49) and (3.50). Specifically, we find Q ≲ 2.3×10−4mPH0 and λ ≲ 3×10−3mPH0.
Expressing λ in terms of the dynamical variables:

λ =
√
−6u0x1,0mPH0. (3.66)

Using the numerical solution and assuming λQ̄ = 1.476× 10−7, we find:

λ ≈ 5.77× 10−4mPH0, Q ≈ 7.63× 10−4mPH0, (3.67)

which are in good agreement with the analytical estimations. Similarly, the mass scale Λ3

can be computed as:

Λ3 =

(
−6

x1,0

x
2/3
3,0

)3/2

mPH
2
0 ≈ 6.12mPH

2
0 , (3.68)

which is close to our estimation Λ3 ≃ 3
√
6mPH

2
0 ≈ 7.35mPH

2
0 .

4 Conclusions

In this work, we have investigated cosmological scenarios based on shift-symmetric Horndeski
theories with an inhomogeneous scalar field profile ⟨ϕ⟩ = ϕ(t)+λix

i that realises homogeneity
as a combination of spatial translations and internal shifts. Although the configuration
preserves homogeneity, the presence of the constant vector λ⃗ introduces a preferred direction
so that the resulting cosmologies are described by an axisymmetric Bianchi I metric. The
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existing preferred direction is directly related to the direction of momentum density of the
Horndeski field which, remarkably, follows the simple and elegant relation T 0

i = −J0λi, where
J0 is the temporal component of the conserved current associated to the shift symmetry.
Since we have the universal relation

√
−gJ0 = Q, with Q the conserved charge, we have

found that the momentum density has the universal evolution law
√
−g T 0

i = −Qλi so it is
fully determined by the charge Q and the constant vector λ⃗. We have shown that this relation
follows from the off-shell Bianchi identities for homogeneous configurations of a generic class of
shift-symmetric scalar-tensor theories (beyond the Horndeski realm). An analogous identity
holds for theories with vector fields but with a crucial difference, namely: J0 corresponds
to the equation of motion of the vector field temporal component and, therefore, it vanishes
on-shell. This property obstructs analogous solutions with vector fields and explains an
intriguing feature that has been found in the literature for generic theories with vector fields.

Since the homogeneous and anisotropic cosmological solutions supported by the con-
sidered inhomogeneous scalar field profile are characterised by a non-vanishing momentum
density, these scenarios provide an explicit realisation of cosmologies with non-comoving
components and, in particular, moving dark energy models. This is the reason that moti-
vated us to dub the constructed solutions moving Horndeski models. An important property
of these scenarios is that at least a second component in the universe is required for the
non-triviality of the inhomogeneous piece of the scalar field. Thus, the moving Horndeski
component describes the relative motion between the other components in the universe and
the Horndeski field (or its homogeneous rest frame). We have constructed the CCM wherein
a constraint between the velocities of all the components and the Horndeski field exists. We
have analised the mini-superspace formulation of these scenarios, showing that the CCM
rest frame amounts to trivialising the shift vector and, hence, it can only be chosen after
obtaining the equations of motion, but it is crucial to keep it in the mini-superspace action
to recover the momentum constraint. The dual formulation in terms of 2-form fields has also
been constructed.

The moving DE paradigm generates a cosmological component for the CMB dipole,
that is not fully generated by the motion with respect to the CMB but there is an additional
contribution due to the relative motion with respect to the CCM, and for the quadrupole,
due to the anisotropic expansion generated by the relative motions. Although higher order
multipoles can also be affected, the smallness of the velocities make those contributions
completely negligible. To explore these contributions in our moving Horndeski scenario, we
have specialized our analysis to the KGB subclass of Horndeski theories, which aligns with
current constraints from gravitational wave observations. Within this framework, we have
calculated the contributions to the CMB dipole and quadrupole. Using the universal relation
for the momentum density, we showed that the dipole contribution is determined by λQ,
making it independent of the specific realization of the KGB theory and providing a robust
prediction. The quadrupole contribution, however, depends on the evolution of shear from
decoupling to the present epoch, introducing model dependence. However, we have estimated
the required condition to avoid constraints from the CMB quadrupole for the generic case. On
the other hand, large-scale bulk flows also emerge within the framework of moving Horndeski
models for dark energy as a consequence of the different rest frames of matter and radiation
induced by the presence of the moving Horndeski field. Thus, the observational claims of
large-scale bulk flows [59, 63, 101] are naturally accommodated in the moving Horndeski
models and make them compelling candidates for addressing such observations that could
potentially challenge the standard model predictions. We have shown that these observations
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can be explained by the moving KGB scenarios while being compatible with the CMB dipole
and quadrupole. In order to illustrate our general results, we have considered a specific
realisation of moving KGB dark energy model that can give non-negligible contributions to
the large scale bulk flows and the CMB dipole while avoiding quadrupole CMB constraints.

The broader implications of our work lie in the connection between the moving DE
framework and observational evidence for anisotropies, bulk flows, dipolar modulations and
preferred directions in the universe. These observations challenge the isotropy assumption
of the standard cosmological model and motivate the exploration of scenarios beyond the
standard isotropic realm like the one presented here. Our framework provides a field-theoretic
underpinning for these phenomena, offering a compelling and predictive approach to studying
anisotropic cosmologies.

In summary, this work establishes moving DE as a compelling framework for under-
standing large-scale bulk flows and anisotropic effects in the universe. By grounding these
phenomena in the context of shift-symmetric Horndeski theories, we provide a robust the-
oretical foundation for interpreting cosmological observations and exploring new dynamics
beyond the standard model of cosmology. The natural step that would follow would be a
thorough analysis of the evolution of the cosmological perturbations. This can be done di-
rectly by considering perturbations around a Bianchi-I universe or as a double perturbative
expansion in the velocities of the components and the inhomogeneous perturbations. In both
cases, despite interesting observational signatures in relevant observables such as the growth
of structures, the motion of the KGB field will also affect the stability conditions of these
models. In this respect, the permitted parameter space will be non-trivially modified by the
new parameter λ that determines the motion of the KGB field. We leave these issues for
future work.
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Appendices

A Moving Horndeski in the mini-superspace

In this Appendix, we report the explicit form of the minisuperspace action in Eq. (2.58) that
is given by:

S =

∫
dta3N

[
P (X ) +

5∑
i=2

Li

]
, (A.1)
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with:

L2 =G2(X), (A.2)

L3 =
G3(X)

N2

[
Ṅϕ +

(
3
ȧ

a
− Ṅ

N

)
Nϕ

]
, (A.3)

L4 =
6G4(X)

N2

[
ä

a
+

ȧ2

a2
− ȧṄ

aN
+ α̇2

]
+

6NϕG4X(X)

N4

[
ȧ

a
Ṅϕ +

(
ȧ2

a2
− ȧṄ

aN
− α̇2

)
Nϕ

]

+
2λ2e4σG4X(X)

N2a2

[
ȧ2

a2
− 4

ȧ

a
α̇+ 4α̇2

]
, (A.4)

L5 =
3G5(X)

N4

[(
ȧ2

a2
− α̇2

)
Ṅϕ +

(
ȧ3

a3
− 3

ȧ2Ṅ

a2N
+ 2

ȧä

a2
+ 3

(
Ṅ

N
− ȧ

a

)
α̇2 − 2α̇α̈

)
Nϕ

]

+
N2

ϕG5X(X)

N6

[
3

(
ȧ2

a2
− α̇2

)
Ṅϕ +

(
ȧ3

a3
− 3

ȧ2Ṅ

a2N
+ 3

(
Ṅ

N
− ȧ

a

)
α̇2 − 2α̇3

)
Nϕ

]

+
2λ2e4σNϕG5X(X)

N4a2

[
ȧ3

a3
− 3

ȧ2

a2
α̇+ 4α̇3

]
, (A.5)

where we have defined Nϕ ≡ ϕ̇ − λNz. We can introduce the analogous variable for the
super-fluid field Nχ ≡ χ̇− µNz so we have

X =
N2

ϕ

2N2
− λ2

2a2
e4σ, X =

N2
χ

2N2
− µ2

2a2
e4σ. (A.6)

Thus, we corroborate the claim made below Eq. (2.59) that the derivatives of the scalar fields
and the shift only enter through the combinations Nϕ and Nχ so that we can relate the shift
equation of motion with the conserved charges. As explained in Sec. 2.4, this relation stems
from a residual symmetry. The resulting mini-superspace action can be further simplified by
performing integrations by parts to make more apparent the propagating degrees of freedom
and the constraints, but we have not pursued such a task.

B Horndeski theory after GW170817

In Sec. 2, we introduced the full Horndeski action represented in Eqs. (2.1)-(2.4). However,
the discovery of gravitational waves (GWs) by the LIGO collaboration [89], and the precise
determination of their propagation speed [102, 103] have imposed stringent constraints on
modifications to gravity at late cosmic times [104–107].

The propagation speed of GWs is governed by the evolution equation for tensor modes.
These tensor modes arise from perturbations in the metric, which in Cartesian coordinates
takes the form:

ds2 = a2(η)
[
−dη2 + (δij + hij)dx

idxj
]
, (B.1)

where hij are the tensor perturbations. The evolution equation for these tensor modes can
be written in general as: (

hij
)′′

+ (2H+ γT )
(
hij
)′ − c2T∇2hij = 0. (B.2)

This equation describes the propagation of GWs as waves with a propagation speed cT ,
subject to the friction term (2H+ γT ) due to the universe’s expansionary dynamics.
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Considering the full Lagrangian of the Horndeski theory in Eqs. (2.1)-(2.4), and allowing
small inhomogeneities in the scalar field, we can derive the gravitational field equations for
the tensor modes up to first order. The propagation speed of gravitational waves is then
given by:

c2T =
2a4G4 − a2ϕ′2G5ϕ +Hϕ′3G5X − ϕ′2ϕ′′G5X

2a4G4 − 2a2ϕ′2G4X + a2ϕ′2G5ϕ −Hϕ′3G5X
, (B.3)

which is consistent with the result found in Ref. [13, 108]. Observational data indicates
that the propagation speed of gravitational waves is effectively the speed of light. To ensure
that general Horndeski theories satisfy the condition c2T = 1 for all times and scales without
requiring fine-tuning,12 the free functions in the general Lagrangian must satisfy the following
condition:13

G4 = G4(ϕ), G5 = constant. (B.4)

Since G5 is constant and the Bianchi identiy holds (∇µG
µν = 0), the term LST

5 in the
Lagrangian reduces to a total derivative:

LST
5 = ∇µ(G5G

µν ∇νϕ), (B.5)

which does not contribute to the dynamics. Therefore, the remaining viable Horndeski
theories are described by:

LST
2 = G2(ϕ,X), LST

3 = −G3(ϕ,X1)□ϕ, LST
4 = G4(ϕ)R. (B.6)

In the moving Horndeski framework introduced in Sec. 2, these terms are further simplified
by assuming a shift symmetry of the scalar field ϕ 7→ ϕ+ c. Therefore, the free functions G2,
G3 depend only on the kinetic term X and G4 is a constant. This shift-symmetry then leads
to the the effective Lagrangian:

L = LEH + LKGB, (B.7)

where we have chosen the constant 2G4 = m2
P in order to reproduce the Einstein-Hilbert

Lagrangian LEH ≡ m2
PR/2 from the term LST

4 . The remaining scalar-tensor interactions are
encoded in the so-called kinetic gravity braiding (KGB) model (or cubic Horndeski) defined
here as LKGB ≡ G2(X)−G3(X)□ϕ.

C Dynamical analysis

Here, we elaborate on the details about dynamical system analysis introduced in Sec. 3.1.
The expansion dynamics are governed by the first Friedman equation. For the imperfect

dark energy scenario defined by the Lagrangian in Eq.(3.39), this equation is expressed as:

3m2
PH2 = a2 (ρr + ρb + ρc + ρϕ) + 3m2

Pσ
′2, (C.1)

The dark energy density, ρϕ, is derived from the “00” component of the energy-momentum

tensor T
(ϕ)
µν in Eq. (3.2), yielding:

ρϕ = − ϕ′2

2a2
+

3Hϕ′3

Λ3a4
− λ2e4σ

a2

{
1

2
+

Hϕ′

Λ3a2
− 2σ′ϕ′

Λ3a2

}
. (C.2)

12In Bayesian statistics, models that require fine-tuning to fit observational data are penalized by the Occam
factor [109].

13Under the condition in Eq. (B.4), the drag term γT vanishes, resulting in the standard wave equation for
a massless field propagating at the speed of light.
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Dividing the Friedman equation by 3m2
PH2, the dynamical variables introduced in Eqs. (3.51)

are defined, allowing the Friedman equation to be reformulated as a constraint. The dark
matter density parameter is expressed as Ωc = 1− Ωr − Ωb − Ωϕ, with Ωϕ given by:

Ωϕ ≡
a2ρϕ

3m2
PH2

= x1 + x2 + x3 +
1

3
u (3x1 − 2x2 − x3 + 2Σx3) . (C.3)

Differentiating these variables with respect to conformal time and normalizing by H provides
the system of first-order equations in Eqs. (3.52)-(3.57). To close the system, we introduce
the parameters ϵϕ ≡ ϕ′′/(Hϕ′) and hϕ ≡ H′/H2. The parameter hϕ is determined from the
second Friedman equation:

−6m2
PH′ = a2 (2ρr + ρb + ρc + ρϕ + 3pϕ) + 12m2

Pσ
′2, (C.4)

where pϕ is the dark energy pressure derived from the trace of T
(ϕ)
µν in Eq. (3.2):

pϕ = − ϕ′2

2a2
+

ϕ′2

Λ3a2

(
Hϕ′

a2
− ϕ′′

a2

)
+

λ2e4σ

a2

{
1

6
+

1

3Λ3

(
ϕ′′

a2
+

Hϕ′

a2
− 6

σ′ϕ′

a2

)}
. (C.5)

From this, the dark energy equation of state, wDE ≡ pϕ/ρϕ, is expressed in terms of the
dimensionless variables as in Eq. (3.62). The parameter ϵϕ is derived from the scalar field
equation of motion:

0 =
ϕ′′

a2
+

2Hϕ′

a2
− 3H′ϕ′2

Λ3a4
− 6Hϕ′ϕ′′

Λ3a4
+

λ2e4σ

Λ3a4
(
H′ + 4Hσ′ − 8σ′2 − 2σ′′) . (C.6)

The system of equations presented in Eqs. (3.52)-(3.57) is inherently non-autonomous,
unlike typical cosmological systems [110], because the velocities of pressureless matter com-
ponents decay proportionally to 1/a following their decoupling from the primordial plasma.
While the system’s autonomous nature could be restored by including evolution equations
for these velocities, this would require expanding the phase space, making the analysis more
complex. Instead, we focus on analyzing the system at very late times.

At sufficiently late times, the energy densities of dust and radiation diminish signifi-
cantly due to their dilution with the Universe’s expansion. As a result, these components
no longer play a substantial role in the anisotropic expansion dynamics. By neglecting their
contributions in the evolution equation for Σ, the system can be effectively reformulated as
an autonomous one. Under the assumptions Ωr = Ωb = Ωc = 0, the fixed points of the
system correspond to stationary solutions where x′1 = 0, x′3 = 0, u′ = 0, and Σ′ = 0 in
Eqs. (3.52)-(3.57). Solving these algebraic equations for the dynamical variables yields a
unique fixed point relevant to the late-time accelerated expansion phase:

x1 = −1, x3 = 2, u = 0, Σ = 0, wDE = weff = −1, ϵϕ = hϕ = 1. (C.7)

This fixed point represents an isotropic de Sitter solution, characterized by an exponential
expansion of the Universe dominated by the scalar field’s energy density. Substituting the
variables x1 and x3 in terms of the field ϕ′, we derive a relation between the field and the
mass scale:

ϕ′ =
a2Λ3

3H
, (C.8)

which agrees with the expression in Eq. (3.42), confirming that our leading-order approxi-
mation in λ holds in general.
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To integrate the non-autonomous system, we assume initial conditions deep in the
radiation-dominated epoch [see Eqs. (3.63)]. These initial conditions are chosen to align with
the observed cosmic budget today. Additionally, the CMB dipole constraint in Eq. (3.21)
imposes a condition on the constant λQ̄ that is saturated when vr = 1.23 × 10−3. This
constraint also affects the initial condition for u, since ui ≈ λ/ϕ′

i and ϕ′
i is determined by

the variables x1,i and x3,i. Therefore, the initial condition for u is fixed rather than freely
chosen.

To compute ui, we rewrite the constant λQ̄ in terms of the dynamical variables:

λQ̄ =
1

3

√
ua4

H2

H2
0

{6x1 + 3x3 − ux3(1− 2Σ)} . (C.9)

During the radiation-dominated epoch, assuming H2 = H2
0Ωr,0a

−4 and substituting the
initial conditions from Eq. (3.63), we estimate ui ≈ 0.29. After numerically solving the
autonomous system with this value, we refine our solution by adjusting ui to satisfy λQ̄ =
1.467× 10−7. This iterative process yields a final value of ui = 0.26.

D Another example: Galileon Ghost Condensate

In this appendix, we examine the predictions of an alternative KGB model within the mov-
ing dark energy framework, specifically the Galileon Ghost Condensate (GGC) model. This
model has been shown to achieve remarkable concordance with observational data [98]. How-
ever, as we demonstrate below, it fails to induce significant effects on the lowest CMB mul-
tipoles due to the scalar field’s dynamics.

The GGC model is governed by the following Lagrangian:

LKGB = −X + a2X
2 +

X

Λ3
□ϕ, (D.1)

where a2 is a dimensionful constant. Due to its structural similarity to the imperfect dark
energy scenario—differing only by the presence of the quadratic term in X—we adopt the dy-
namical system framework developed in Sec. 3.4 and Appendix C, with minor modifications.
Specifically, the relation for the constant λQ̄ in terms of the variables defined in Eq. (C.9) is
adjusted to:

λQ̄ =
1

3

√
ua4

H2

H2
0

{6x1 + 4x2 + 3x3 − u [4x2 + x3 (1− 2Σ)]} . (D.2)

During the radiation-dominated epoch, the Hubble parameter satisfies H2 = H2
0Ωr,0a

−4, and
λQ̄ can be expressed in terms of the initial conditions of the variables and Ωr,0. From Fig.1
in Ref. [111], a set of initial conditions consistent with the observed cosmic budget at present
is given by:

x1,i = −10−16, x2,i = 3× 10−16, x3,i = 10−9, Ωr,i = 0.975, Σi = 0, (D.3)

at z = 1.3× 105. The value of ui is then fixed through λQ̄, which quantifies the contribution
of the KGB field to the CMB dipole via Eq. (3.20).

We found in Sec. 3.2 that if the CMB dipole amplitude arises entirely from the KGB
field, then λQ̄ ≃ 10−7 is required. However, substituting this value into Eq.(D.2) reveals no
real solution for ui. Alternatively, by assuming ui = 1 (i.e., λ = ϕ′

i), the initial conditions
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Figure 4. The time evolution of Ωr, Ωm, ΩDE, the equations of state weff and wDE (in the left panel),
and the variables |x1|, x2, and x3 (in the right panel). At early times, when radiation is the dominant
fluid in the cosmic budget (weff ≈ 1/3), the scalar field evolution is dominated by x3. At late times,
|x1| and x2 take over the dynamics, and the system transitions to a de Sitter expansion driven by the
scalar field, with weff = wDE = −1.

yield λQ̄ ≃ 10−14. Since λQ̄ determines the velocity of the radiation fluid via Eq.(3.19), this
implies vr ≃ 5×10−10. Given the observed CMB dipole amplitude, (δT )dip/T0 = 1.23×10−3,
the contribution from the KGB field is entirely negligible. On the other hand, for the CMB
quadrupole, the contribution from the radiation fluid is proportional to v2r , yielding a value
of order 10−20, which is also negligible. The KGB field’s contribution to the quadrupole is
constrained by Eq. (3.36):

(∆σ)KGB ≲
λQ̄

adec

∣∣∣∣ Jz

J 0

∣∣∣∣
max

≈ 10−11

∣∣∣∣ Jz

J 0

∣∣∣∣
max

. (D.4)

Achieving (∆σ)KGB ∼ 10−5 would require Jz ∼ 106J 0 at some point during cosmic evolution,
which is implausible within the GGC model.

To confirm that the selected initial conditions result in an accurate expansion history,
we illustrate the cosmological evolution of the density parameters Ωr, Ωm, and ΩDE, as well
as the effective and dark energy equations of state, weff and wDE, in the left panel of Fig. 4.
To account for the role of the variable x2, we include its influence on the parameters ϵϕ and
hϕ, which modifies the autonomous system in Eqs. (3.52)-(3.57) as follows:

dx2
dN

= −2x2 (1 + hϕ − 2ϵϕ) , (D.5)

dΣ

dN
= −Σ(2 + hϕ)−

1

3
u [6x1 + 4x2 + x3(2 + ϵϕ)]−

∑
α=b,c,r

(
1 + w(α)

)
Ω(α)v

2
(α). (D.6)

The right panel displays the evolution of the scalar field variables |x1|, x2, and x3. At high
redshifts, when the Universe is radiation-dominated, the hierarchy x3 ≫ {|x1|, x2} is evident,
leading to |Jz/J 0| ∝

√
u ∼ |λ/ϕ′| ≈ 1. At late times, the dynamics of the scalar field
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are governed by |x1| and x2, and the system evolves toward a de Sitter attractor where
weff = wDE = −1.

We can thus conclude that the cosmology of the Galileon ghost condensate does not pro-
vide a moving KGB model with observational signatures because the scalar field contributes
negligibly to the energy density budget around decoupling time.
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