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1 Introduction

In the recent years minimally modified gravity models (MMG) have received an increased
attention [1–13]. These are a class of modified gravity models which do not add additional
degrees of freedom as it is the normally the case as in scalar-tensor theories (see [14–16] for
a review).

The first model in this context has been the cuscuton model [17] where due to the
peculiar kinetic term the scalar field becomes non-dynamical as long as ∂iϕ = 0 [18]. However,
for a non homogeneous profile of the scalar field there will be additional instantaneous modes
which are, in general, unstable. These modes are not unique for MMG models but also
occur in higher order scalar-tensor theories [19–21] or Horava-Lifshitz gravity models [22].
However, in [20] it has been argued that these modes are superficial and can be removed by
imposing proper boundary conditions.

On the other hand, we could fix the slicing of the manifold from the start by choosing
ϕ = t. In this case the full diffeomorphism invariance is explicitly broken evading, therefore,
the Lovelock theorem [23, 24]. These models are commonly called spatial covariant gravity
models (SCG). While SCG theories, in general, have three degrees of freedom (2 tensor and 1
scalar mode) due to the breaking of diffemorphism invariance [25, 26] by requiring additional
degeneracy conditions on the Lagrangian as it is the case for Cuscuton the additional scalar
degree of freedom can be removed (see for instance [4, 11] for a detailed discussion). Another
way has been proposed in [8]. Instead of requiring degeneracy conditions on the form of
the Lagrangian one instead imposes additional constraints by hand at the Hamiltonian level.
The Lagrangian can then afterwards be obtained by performing a Legendre transformation.
In our paper we will focus on this specific approach.

A common motivation of modified gravity is to explain dark energy which is responsible
for the accelerated expansion of the Universe [27, 28]. Modified gravity theories like scalar-
tensor theories provide a dynamical degree of freedom at the FLRW background even in
the absence of additional matter and, therefore, allow for a dynamical evolution of dark
energy. This is not the case in general relativity (GR) where due to the high symmetries
of the FLRW metric in the absence of matter the Hubble parameter is completely fixed by
the cosmological constant and there is no dynamics. This is also the case for conventional
MMG models where the Hubble parameter is fixed by generically time dependent functions
but without a dynamical degree of freedom. Depending on the specific model this can be
sufficient to model any evolution of the Hubble parameter as in VCDM [29] by tuning the
free time functions appropriately. This is, however, not generically the case since the free
functions can be constrained by consistency relations [29, 30]. Recently, it has been realized
that it is also possible to construct MMG which have a dynamical degree of freedom at
the background even in the absence of an additional matter content by imposing auxiliary
constraints [12, 31, 32] which vanish trivially at the background level. Therefore, it is possible
to obtain the same standard background evolution as in common scalar tensor theories. Both
these approaches have the advantage that is possible to model background evolution which
are commonly plagued by instabilities [33] as bounces [34, 35] or phantom dark energy [12].

In this paper the focus is on the construction of MMG with a dynamical background.
Imposing auxiliary constraints by hand has got an increasing attention in the literature as it
provides an easy and straightforward way to obtain a MMG model. Therefore, it is important
to understand possible impacts of the constraints in more detail. As we will see these models
are relatively insensitive to the details of the constraints at the linear level allowing for a
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systematic discussion of the phenomenological properties.

As another aspect, by using the method of auxiliary constraints it is also possible to
construct models which have more degrees of freedom at the linear level than at the full
non-linear level signalizing a breakdown of perturbation theory. This clarifies a common
misconception that linear perturbation theory allows to provide a lower limit on the total
number of degrees of freedom at the full non-linear level avoiding a complete Hamiltonian
analysis. In the appendix there is also a short discussion how it is possible to obtain the
same features without the need of auxiliary constraints. But these models are, in general,
quite pathological.

The structure of the paper is as follows. In the first section 2, we present the main
idea for a toy model and discussing the fundamental properties in the Hamiltonian and
Lagrangian formulation. Further, we analyze the properties of gravitational waves around a
generic background. In section 3 we review the approach developed in [8] briefly and discuss
the conditions on the form of the constraints and a possible breakdown of perturbation
theory. Using the developed framework we discuss in 4 the phenomenological consequences
by studying the linear perturbations around FLRW for a broad class of models. In particular,
we show that for specific classes of constraints the results are relatively insensitive to the
details of the constraints allowing for a systematical exploration. Last, we shortly discuss
our results and provide an outline (sec. 5).

In the paper we are using the mostly plus (−+++) signature and use units where the
reduced Planck mass M2

p = (8πG)−1 is set to one.

2 Toy model

In order to present the main idea let us first consider a toy model. By using the ADM
decomposition

ds2 = −N2dt2 + hij
(

dxi +N idt
) (

dxj +N jdt
)

(2.1)

where N , Nk and hij are the lapse, the shift vector and the 3-dimensional metric on the
spatial hypersurface of constant time, the Lagrangian of K-essence can be written in the
unitary gauge ϕ = ϕ(t) as

L =
1

2

√
hN

(

KijK
ij −K2 +R

)

+
√
hNP (X), (2.2)

where R is the three dimensional Ricci scalar, X = ϕ̇2/(N2) and Kij the extrinsic curvature

Kij =
1

2N

(

ḣij −DiNj −DjNi

)

. (2.3)

with Dj being the covariant dervative with respect to the spatial metric hij . Note, that ϕ̇
2(t)

is just a function of time and not a free variable. We could further fix it by using the remaining
time-reparametrization invariance by setting ϕ̇ = 1. The corresponding Hamiltonian is given
by

HT =

∫

d3xH +NkHk + uNπN + uiπ
i (2.4)
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where

H =
2N√
h

(

πijπ
ij − 1

2
π2
)

− 1

2

√
hNR−

√
hNP, (2.5)

Hk =− 2Djπ
j
k, (2.6)

and πN , πi and πij are the canonical conjugate momenta to N , Ni and hij .

Due to the spatial diffeomorphism invariance Hk and πk are the usual 6 first class
constraints corresponding to spatial transformation. On the other hand, since we fixed ϕ =
ϕ(t), the Hamiltonian constraint

H0 = −{πN ,HT } = HGR −
√
hP +

√
h
2ϕ̇2

N2
PX (2.7)

is not anymore a first class constraint but instead forms with πN a pair of second class
constraint resulting in three degrees of freedom.

Our aim is to eliminate the scalar degree of freedom. Following the discussion in [8] the
easiest way is to add a constraint at the Hamiltonian

HT =

∫

d3xH +NkHk + uNπN + ukπk + λC. (2.8)

For simplicity let us choose

C =
√
hDkD

kR. (2.9)

The consistency relation for the new constraint enforces a secondary constraint

C
(2)
R ≈− 4RijπijD

2N + 2RπD2N − πDkRD
kN − 8

√
hDk

(

πij√
h

)

RijDkN

+
√
hDk

(

π√
h

)

(

4RDkN −NDkR
)

+ 4
√
hNDiDjD

2

(

πij√
h

)

+ 2
√
hNRD2

(

π√
h

)

+ 8
√
hDkNDjD

2

(

πjk√
h

)

+ 4πijDiNDjR+ 16
√
hDiDjNDkD

j

(

πik√
h

)

+ 8
√
hDkNDiDjDk

(

πij√
h

)

+ 4
√
hD2

(

πij√
h

)

(

DiDjN −NRij
)

+ 4πijDiDjD
2N

+ 8
√
hDk

(

πij√
h

)

DiDjD
kN (2.10)

where D2 ≡ DkD
k. These two constraints form a new pair of two second class constraints

eliminating the scalar degree of freedom leading to a minimally modified theory of gravity.

The time conservation of CN and C
(2)
R will fix the Lagrange parameter uN and λ

ĊN [ξ1] ≈ {CN [ξ1],

∫

d3xH}+ {CN [ξ1],

∫

d3xλCR}+ {CN [ξ1],

∫

d3xuNπN}, (2.11)

Ċ
(2)
R [ξ2] ≈ {C(2)

R [ξ2],

∫

d3xH}+ {C(2)
R [ξ2],

∫

d3xλCR}+ {C(2)
R [ξ2],

∫

d3xuNπN}, (2.12)
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where we have introduced the smeared constraints by using the test function ξ(x)

CR[ξ] =

∫

d3x ξCR (2.13)

and similar for the other constraints. Using that

{CN [ξ1],

∫

d3xλCR}

≈
∫

d3y
δCN [ξ1]

δπij(y)

√
h

(

−D(iDj)D
2 −D(iRDj) +RijD

2 + hij

(

D4 − 1

2
DkRDk

))

λ(y)

(2.14)

and similar for {C(2)
R ,
∫

d3xλCR} we can see that it will lead to a spatial differential equation
for λ. However, we can note that for a homogeneous and flat ansatz like the flat FLRW
metric the second consistency relation (2.12) becomes trivial and λ is not fixed.

2.1 Lagrangian formulation

The new action can be obtained by an inverse Legendre transformation

L′ = L+ λC (2.15)

where we have rescaled λ→ −λ. In this case, the equation of motions (EOM) are given by

δ(
∫

d4xL)
δhij

+
√
h

(

D(iDj)D
2 +D(iRDj) −RijD

2 − hij

(

D4 − 1

2
DkRDk

))

λ = 0,

D2R = 0,
δ(
∫

d4xL)
δN

= 0,
δ(
∫

d4xL)
δNk

= 0. (2.16)

Taking the trace of the first equation we can solve it for λ yielding

(

2D4 +RD2 +
1

2
DkRDk

)

λ =
hij√
h

δ(
∫

d4xL)
δhij

. (2.17)

We obtain a spatial differential equation for λ. The traceless component of the first EOM
leads to

(

himh
j
n − 1

3
hijhmn

)(

δ(
∫

d4xL)
δhmn

+
√
h
(

D(iDj)D
2 +D(iRDj) −RijD

2
)

λ

)

= 0. (2.18)

Note that the EOM are invariant under a shift λ(t, xk) → λ(t, xk) + λ0(t). As a consistency
check we can count the number of degrees of freedom. The trace component of the metric
EOM fixes λ, the Hamiltonian constraint and the momentum constraint fix N and Nk and
finally the constraint C fixes the trace of the metric. Using the remaining spatially gauge
invariance we can fix 3 further components of the metric so that we are left with two traceless
components of the spatial metric, hij .
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2.2 FLRW background

Let us now apply this new theory to cosmology. At the FLRW background

ds2 = −N2dt2 + a2dxidxjδij (2.19)

we can see that both of the constraints vanish identically. In particular, the action at the
minisuperspace is equivalent to the original K-essence model

L′

FLRW = a3N

(

−3

(

ȧ

aN

)2

+ P

)

. (2.20)

Consequently the Hamiltonian is given via

HFLRW = a3N

(

− p2a
12a4

− P

)

. (2.21)

The lapse function is non-dynamical so that πN and the Hamiltonian constraint H0

H0 = a3
(

− p2a
12a4

− P + PX

ϕ̇2

N2

)

(2.22)

form a pair of two second class constraints resulting in one dynamical degree of freedom.
In contrast to other MMG models there is a dynamical scalar degree of freedom at the
FLRW background. The introduction of the two constraints does not impact the background
evolution since the two constraint vanish identically. As a minor consistency check in the
appendix A it is shown that one can recover the flat FLRW solutions by starting from a
generic stationary spherical symmetric background metric in which case the constraints are
not trivial identities by imposing proper boundary conditions at spatial infinity. On the other
hand, at the linear level the constraint C will lead to

δC = a∂2δR ≈ 0 (2.23)

which eliminates the scalar degree of freedom at the linear level.
Note, that one can obtain MMG models with a dynamical FLRW background even

without the usage of auxiliary constraints. However, the structure of these theories is very
different requiring for instance a trivial Hamiltonian constraint at the FLRW background
leading to pathological models (see appendix B for more details).

2.3 Gravitational waves

To study the impact of the constraint on the EOM let us consider the consequences for the
gravitational waves around a generic background

hij = h̄ij + δhij , N = N̄ + δN, Nk = N̄k + δNk. (2.24)

We use our gauge symmetry to fix D̄kδh
k
j = 0. For simplicity let us focus only on the terms

with the highest number of derivatives acting on δhij which is similar to the geometrical
optics approach in general relativity [36, 37]

δhij = Aij exp(θ/ǫ) (2.25)
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with ǫ≪ 1. From the constraint EOM we obtain at leading order

D̄4δhkk ≃ − ˜̄RijD̄2δh̃ij (2.26)

where we have introduced the traceless tensor δh̃ij = δhij − hijδhkk/3. Therefore, the trace
of the metric perturbation is of order δhkk ≃ O(ǫ2). In order to obtain the scaling relation for
the shift and lapse we can use the Hamiltonian and momentum constraint.

Perturbing the momentum constraint up to linear order yields

−
(

K̄i
jD̄i − K̄D̄j

)

δN − 1

2
D̄jD̄mδN

m − 1

2
D̄2δNj +

1

2
D̄kδḣkj ≃ 0. (2.27)

Note that by using the gauge condition

D̄jδḣ
jk ≃ ǫ−1

(

ȦjkD̄jθ + D̄j(θ̇A
jk)
)

. (2.28)

On the other hand solving the Hamiltonian constraint up to leading order we obtain

δN

(

2R̄ + 2P − 2

N̄2
PX +

4

N̄4
PXX

)

− 4

3
K̄D̄bδN

b

− ˜̄Kij
(

δḣij − D̄iδNj − D̄jδNi − N̄ cD̄cδhij

)

≃ O(ǫ0). (2.29)

Therefore, if ˜̄Kij = 0, we can make the self-consistent ansatz δN = O(ǫ0) and δNk = O(ǫ).
However, as long as the background has non-vanishing traceless components of the extrinsic

curvature we need to require that either ˜̄Kij(δḣij − N̄ cD̄cδhij) = 0, which leads to non-
dynamical gravitational waves, or that D̄jδN

k and δN scale as O(ǫ−1).
As a next step perturbing the trace of the EOM for hij leads to

D̄4δλ ≃ 1

2
δK̇ − 1

2
N̄kD̄kδK − 1

2
D̄2δN + D̄iD̄j λ̄D̄2δhij (2.30)

For the traceless EOM the leading order is given by
(

h̄imh̄
j
n − 1

3
h̄ij h̄mn

)

[

− 1

2
δK̇ij +

1

2
N̄kD̄kδKij −

1

2
N̄δRij +

1

2
D̄2λ̄D̄2δhij

+
D̄(iD̄j)

D̄2

(

1

2
δK̇ − 1

2
N̄kD̄kδK − 1

2
D̄2δN

)

]

≃ 0. (2.31)

For ˜̄Kij 6= 0, in which case δN and D̄kδN
j scale as O(ǫ−1), we obtain δK̇ = O(ǫ−2).

Therefore, the dispersion relation for the gravitational waves is, in general, quite cumbersome.
We need to solve the Hamiltonian and momentum constraint explicitly. It might be that the
dispersion relation gets non-local contributions.

On the other hand, if K̄ij =
1
3K̄h̄ij we recover for the traceless spatial components the

standard EOM for gravitational waves on a generic background up to a modified propagation
speed which depends on the background value D̄2λ̄

− 1

2N̄

(

δ
˜̈
hij − 2N̄kD̄kδ

˜̇
hij

)

− 1

2N̄
N̄kN̄mD̄mD̄kδh̃ij +

1

2

(

N̄ + D̄2λ̄
)

D̄2δh̃ij

≃ N̄

2
ḡαβ∇̄α∇̄βδh̃ij +

1

2
D̄2λ̄D̄2δh̃ij = 0 (2.32)
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where ḡαβ = hαβ − nαnβ and nα = 1/N(1,−Nk).

Note, that the result is highly dependent on the form of the constraint. Consider for
instance the constraint

ĈR =
√
h

(

R+
RijR

ij

Λ2

)

. (2.33)

In this case up-to-leading order the constraint yields

−
(

D2 +
R

3Λ2
D2 +

Rij

Λ2
DiDj

)

δhcc ≃
R̃ij

Λ2
D2δh̃ij . (2.34)

Therefore, the spatial metric is not anymore traceless up-to-leading order but instead the
trace component is of the same order. In general, the EOM will lead to a higher order
dispersion relation.

3 Minimally modified gravity models

3.1 Construction with auxiliary Lagrange multiplier

Let us shortly recap the framework to construct minimally modified gravity models with
auxiliary Lagrange multiplier following [8].

Let us start with a generic Hamiltonian with a spatial diffeomorphism invariance

HT = Hp +

∫

d3xNkHk + uiπi (3.1)

where again Hk is the standard momentum constraint which generates the spatial transfor-
mation. On the other hand, Hp can be expressed as

Hp =

∫

d3xH(N,hij , π
ij ,Dk, t) + uNπN . (3.2)

This class of models has in general six first class constraints, Hk and πk, and two second
class constraints πN and the Hamiltonian constraint H0.

By imposing additional constraints at the Hamiltonian level we can remove the scalar
degree of freedom. Following [8] and similar to the toy model in the previous section we
could impose a new primary constraint at the Hamiltonian via

H ′

p = Hp +

∫

d3xλC. (3.3)

Further, we have to require that the consistency relation Ċ ≈ 0 does not fix the Lagrange
multiplier but instead leads to a secondary constraint which requires that C commutes with
itself and with πN ,

C = C(hij , π
ij ,Dk, t) with {C(x), C(y)} ≈ 0. (3.4)

Having a pair of second class constraint (a primary and a secondary one) the scalar degree
of freedom is killed leading to minimally modified gravity theory with two tensor degrees of
freedom.
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Alternatively, we could directly impose two primary constraints at the Hamiltonian [12]

H ′

p = Hp +

∫

d3xλ1C1 + λ2C2 (3.5)

Having already a pair of second class constraints the only conditions on the form of C1

and C2 are that they commute with πN and are invariant under spatial diffeomorphism, i.e.
Ci = Ci(hij , π

ij ,Dk, t). Note, that the two approaches are not equivalent. In the latter case
both constraints have to independent of the lapse function in order to commute with πN
while the secondary constraint in the first approach will, in general, depend on the lapse
function. On the other side in the second approach the two imposed constraints depend on
the momentum of the metric. Even if the secondary constraint in (3.4) does not depend on
the lapse function we would need to ensure that the two constraints in (3.5) can be expressed
in such a way that one of them does not depend on the momentum in order to obtain an
equivalent theory.

While the pair of second class constraints (either two primary or one primary and one
secondary one) removes the scalar degree of freedom at the full non-linear level, our aim is it to
keep the FLRW background dynamics of the original model without the imposed constraints.
This enforces that the new constraints vanish identically on the FLRW background

C|FLRW = 0. (3.6)

In that case, similar to the discussed toy model in the previous section, at the FLRW back-
ground we end up with the same Hamiltonian as in the original model leading to one dy-
namical degree of freedom due to the broken full diffeomorphism invariance.

Note, that in [8] the authors also discussed another case where they only impose one
new second class constraint but instead require that πN remains a first class constraint. This,
however, restricts the form of the Hamiltonian to

H =V(hij , πij ,Dk, t) +NH0(hij , π
ij ,Dk, t). (3.7)

At the FLRW background this kind of models, in general, does not have a dynamical degree
of freedom. Even if the new constraint C vanishes at the background level C|FLRW = 0 due
to the homogeneous background H0 will commute with itself and, therefore, at the back-
ground level we will obtain two first class constraints as in standard GR resulting in a FLRW
background without any dynamics. In order to obtain a dynamical FLRW background the
Hamiltonian constraint itself has to become trivial at the background leading to a patholog-
ical behavior. This is similar to the toy model discussed in appendix B.

3.2 Breakdown of the perturbation theory

In the previous subsection we have constructed minimally modified gravity models with
just two tensor degrees of freedom while keeping the background dynamics at the FLRW
background by requiring that the new constraints vanish on the FLRW background. There
is, however, one caveat. While the new constraints should vanish on the FLRW background
they should be present at the linear level.

To demonstrate it let us consider one simple example where the primary constraint
is given by C =

√
hRijR

ij . For the Hamiltonian we use again K-essence. The secondary
constraint can then be obtained due to the consistency condition

dC

dt
= {C,HT } ≈ 0. (3.8)
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The specific form is quite cumbersome but it is straightforward to see that the constraint
will again be trivially fulfilled at the FLRW background. Since C does not depend on the
momentum the Legendre transformation is given by

L′ = L+ λC. (3.9)

However, considering the linear perturbation of the constraint C we can see that the con-
straint is still trivially fulfilled

δC = 0. (3.10)

Therefore, at the linear level there is no additional constraint and we end up with one scalar
degree of freedom which is in strong contradiction with the full non-linear theory. Note,
that it does not imply that the full non-linear theory is inconsistent. Instead, it means that
we cannot trust perturbation theory around this given background. This is similar to the
discussion of strong coupling where the linear scalar degree of freedom is absent at the linear
level but returns at higher order.

Therefore, in order to have a consistent perturbation theory around the FLRW we need
to ensure that the constraints are not trivially fulfilled. This limits the possible number of
operators. If we are only interested in the linear order we can expand the constraint in terms
which vanish on the background resulting in

c1(t, π)R, c2(t, π)DkD
kR, c3(t, π)DkD

kπ, ... (3.11)

where the dots signal higher order of spatial derivatives. Each constraint can be written as
a linear combination of the aforementioned terms and operators which vanish at the linear
order. Note, that terms like Djπ

ij and DjR
ij do not yield new independent operators due

to the momentum constraint and the Bianchi identity.

Last, let us note that this also implies that a common assumption that the linear
perturbation theory can be used to derive a lower bound on the number of degrees of freedom
at the full non-linear level is in general not correct. As in the previous toy model the theory
could contain constraints which vanish at the linear order for a given background leading to
an inconsistent perturbation theory which overestimates the number of degrees of freedom
(see also appendix B for an example without the presence of auxiliary constraints).

4 Effective field theory

Let us use the derived framework to discuss phenomenological consequences at the linear order
around the FLRW background for this kind of models. Our analysis will be split into two
parts. First, we will impose one primary constraint, which does not depend on the momentum
and generates a secondary constraint. In the second case we directly impose two primary
constraints. Note, that we do not include cases where the single primary constraint also
depends on the momentum since the analysis is much more involved due to the requirements
on the form of the primary constraint and is beyond the scope of this paper. In order to
have a dynamical scalar degree of freedom at the linear order we will consider pure dust for
the matter sector.
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4.1 No momentum dependency

We impose one primary constraint which does not depend on the momentum

H ′

p =

∫

d3xH + uNπN + λC (4.1)

with

C = C(hij ,Dk, t). (4.2)

As discussed before, the Legendre transformation becomes trivial in that case

L′ = L+NλC (4.3)

where we have rescaled the Lagrange multiplier λ → −Nλ. Further, L is the Lagrangian
associated to the Hamiltonian H without the presence of the constraint.

In order to keep the formalism very general we will use the effective field formalism of
dark energy for the Lagrangian [38]

L =
√
hNL(K,S,R, Y, Z) (4.4)

where S = KijK
ij, Z = RijR

ij and Y = KijR
ij . Further, we will add pure dust described

by the Schulz-Sorkin action (see appendix C).

As discussed in section 3.2, in order to have a consistent perturbation theory around
the FLRW background we can parametrize the constraint as

C =
√
h
∑

cn(t)(DkD
k)nR+ g(hij ,Dk, t) (4.5)

where g is a free function which vanish at the background and linear order. For the metric
perturbation we use the standard convention of the effective field formalism of dark energy

N = 1 + δN, Nk = δki∂iψ, hij = a2e2ξ
(

δij + γij +
1

2
γikγ

k
j + ...

)

. (4.6)

Similar we perturb the Lagrange multiplier as λ = λ0(t) + δλ. At linear order the constraint
will result in a spatial differential equation for ξ

δC = −4a3
∑

n

cn
∂2n+2

a2n+2
ξ. (4.7)

For simplicity, we consider boundary conditions so that ξ = 0.

We can split the final result into two different classes:

• non propagating solution A+ 2LS = 0

• propagating solution

Note, that all models inside the (beyond) Horndeski class [39] belong to the first case.
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Non-propagating solution

In that case we can integrate out the perturbations of the non-dynamcial shift and lapse as

δN =
ρm

B + 4HLS

, (4.8)

k2

a2
ψ =

(3HB − 2LN − LNN )ρmvm + ρm(B + 4HLS)δm
(B + 4HLS)2

(4.9)

where LX ≡ ∂XL and

B =2HLSN + LKN , (4.10)

A =4H2LSS + 4HLSK + LKK . (4.11)

Using further the EOM of vm

vm =
a2(B + 4HLS)((B + 4HLS)δ̇m + ρmδm)

−k2(B + 4HLS)2 + a2(3B2Ḣ + 24BLSHḢ + (2LN + LNN )ρm + 12H2LS(4ḢLS + ρm)
(4.12)

we finally obtain at the small scale limit x = k/(aH) ≫ 1

δS =

∫

d3kdt
a5ρm
2k2

[

δ̇2m +
( ρ2m
(B + 4HLS)2

− 1

a5ρm

d

dt

( a5ρ2m
B + 4HLS

))

δ2m

]

. (4.13)

There is one dynamical non-progagating degree of freedom. The absence of ghost instabilities
requires ρm > 0 which is fulfilled for any canonical matter fluid. Further, up to the leading
order in the small scale limit the EOM is given by

δ̈m + 2Hδ̇m − 1

2
ρmGeffδm = 0 (4.14)

where

Geff = 2

(

ρm
(B + 4HLS)2

− 1

a5ρ2m

d

dt

( a5ρ2m
(B + 4HLS)

)

)

. (4.15)

The effective gravitational constant is changed. Note, that the expression is exact up to
the leading order in the small scale approximation and does not require the quasistatic
approximation since there is only one dynamical scalar degree of freedom.

Propagating solution

In the second case we can again integrate out δN , ψ and vm

δN =
ρm(B + 4HLS)

D vm − ρm(A + 2LS)

D δm, (4.16)

k2

a2
ψ =− ρm(2LN + LNN − 3HB)

D vm − ρm(3HA+ 2HLS −B)
D δm, (4.17)

vm =
a2Dδ̇m + a2(B + 4HLS)ρmδm

−Dk2 + 3a2ḢD + a2ρm(2LN + LNN + 12H2LS)
, (4.18)
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where

D = B2 + 8BHLS − 2LS(2LN + LNN + 4H2LS)−A(2LN + LNN + 12H2LS) (4.19)

so that at the small scale limit x = k/(aH) ≫ 1

δS =

∫

d3kdt a3
[a2ρm
2k2

δ̇2m +
(ρ2m(A+ 2LS)

2D +
a2ρ3m(B + 4HLS)

2

2k2D2

− 1

a3
d

dt

(a5ρ2m(B + 4HLS)

2k2D
)

)

δ2m

]

. (4.20)

In that case, the dust does not behave anymore as standard dust but instead acquires a
non-vanishing sound speed

c2s = −(A+ 2LS)

D ρm. (4.21)

In order to have stable linear perturbations without gradient or ghost instabilities we have
to require that (A + 2LS)/D < 0 and ρm > 0. Further, due to the strict constraints on the
sound speed of dust we can use it to put severe constraints on the parameters of the model.
Note, that the results do not depend on the background value of the Lagrange multiplier λ0.

Tensor modes

While the scalar sector does not depend on the background value λ0 and is quite insensitive
to the form of the constraints this is, in general, not the case for the tensor sector. Consider
for instance C =

√
hR. The constraint will lead to a modification of the propagation speed

which explicitly depends on λ0. However, since the constraint is trivially fulfilled at the FLRW
background, λ0 is not fixed by the background EOM. Instead λ0 is only fixed indirectly if we
consider the full non-linear level.

On the other hand, in 2.3 we have discussed that for constraints like C =
√
hD2R the

EOM are invariant under a shift of λ(t, xk) → λ(t, xk) + λ0(t). Therefore, we can set λ0 = 0
without loss of generality similar to the discussion in [40, 41]. Indeed, we can check that in
this case the EOM for the tensor sector will not be impacted by the constraint.

In general, in order to avoid the ambiguity related to λ0 we could restrict ourselves to
constraints of the form C =

√
hDkC

k which ensures that the EOM do not depend on λ0 and
we recover at linear order the same result for the tensor sector as in the original model prior
to the constraint.

δS =
1

4

∫

d3kdt a3
(

LS γ̇
2
ij − E k

2

a2
γ2ij + (LZ + λCZ)

k4

a4
γ2ij

)

(4.22)

where

E = LR +
1

2a3
d

dt

(

a3LY

)

. (4.23)

Therefore, the sound speed of the tensor modes is given by

c2T =
E
LS

. (4.24)

Using the constraints from GW170817 [42, 43] we can put severe constraints on the parame-
ters of the model. Further, in order to avoid a higher order dispersion relation for the tensor
modes we would need to set LZ = 0.
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4.2 Momentum dependency

As a next step, let us discuss the case where we directly introduce two constraints which can
in general depend on the momentum of the spatial metric

H ′

p =

∫

d3xH + uNπN + λ1C1 + λ2C2. (4.25)

In order to have a dynamical FLRW background we have again to assume that the constraints
are trivial identities on the background. Therefore, we can expand them as

C1 =
√
h
∑

k

a1k(t, π)(DmD
m)kR+

∑

k

b1k(t, π)(DmD
m)kπ + g1(π

ij , hij ,Dk), (4.26)

C2 =
√
h
∑

k

a2k(t, π)(DmD
m)kR+

∑

k

b2k(t, π)(DmD
m)kπ + g2(π

ij , hij ,Dk), (4.27)

where g1 and g2 are arbitrary functions which vanish up to the quadratic order. Further, in
order to have two tensor degrees of freedom at the full non-linear level the Dirac matrix has
to be invertible. For simplicity, we assume that the two constraints do not commute with
each other.

Perturbing both constraints at linear order we obtain for the scalar perturbations the
following structure.

A(t, ∂, π, a)δhijh
ij +B(t, ∂, π, a)δπ = 0. (4.28)

These two constraints are in general differential equation. By imposing proper boundary
conditions and requiring that the two constraints do not commute with each other we can
set δπ = 0 = δhijh

ij . This result is quite generic and does not depend on the specific form
of the constraints. Therefore, in the following we will consider for simplicity

C1 =
√
hDkD

k

(

π√
h

)

, C2 =
√
hDkD

kR. (4.29)

Further, to have an explicit expression for the Legendre transformation we will use the
following ansatz for the Hamiltonian H

H = Nd0(N)π +Nd1(N)πijπ
ij +Nd2(N)π2 −N

√
hf(N,hij,Dk) (4.30)

where we assume that f does not depend on DkN or higher order derivatives. Performing
the Legendre transformation we obtain the Lagrangian

Ltot ≡L+ λ2C2

=
√
hN
[ 1

d1
KijKij − d2

d1(d1 + 3d2)
K2 + f

]

+ λ2C2 (4.31)

where we have again rescaled λ2 → −λ2 and

Kij = Kij −
1

2
d0hij +

1

2N
hijD

2λ1. (4.32)

As in the previous section the EOM for λ2 leads to the known condition C2 =
√
hD2R = 0

while taking the trace of the metric EOM we can solve λ2 as
(

2D4 +RD2 +
1

2
DkRDk

)

λ2 =
hij√
h

δ(
∫

d4xL)
δhij

. (4.33)
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On the other hand, the EOM for λ1 leads to

D2

(

1

d1 + 3d2
K
)

= 0. (4.34)

We can note, that in both cases the Lagrange parameters λ1 and λ2 are only solved up to a
time dependent integration constant which is fixed by the boundary conditions of the spatial
differential equations.

Scalar perturbations

Let us now discuss the impact of the constraints on the cosmological scalar perturbations. As
before, we will add a perfect fluid of pure dust to have a dynamical scalar degree of freedom
at the linear level.

At linear order the curvature constraint δC2 leads again to ξ = 0 if we assume proper
boundary conditions. Further, solving the EOM for δλ1 we can integrate it out. Expanding
the action in the small scale limit x = k/(aH) ≫ 1 we obtain finally

δ2S =

∫

d3kdt a3z2
[

δ̇2m −
(

c2s
k2

a2
+M2

)

δ2m
]

(4.35)

where

z2 =
ρma

2

2k2
, (4.36)

c2s =− 4ρm(d1 + 3d2)
2

b
(4.37)

with

b =− 6d0(d1 + 3d2)(2d
′

0 + d′′0) + (3d20 + 12H2)(2d′1 + 6d′2 + d′′1 + 3d′′2)

+ 12H(d1 + 3d2)(2d
′

0 + d′′0)− 12Hd0(2d
′

1 + 6d′2 + d′′1 + 3d′′2)

+ 4(d1 + 3d2)
2(2f ′ + f ′′) (4.38)

where the ′ denote derivatives with respect to the lapse function. The explicit expression of
M is quite involved and not really helpful for our purposes. We can note that the dust will
acquire a non-vanishing sound speed which could be used to constrain the parameters of the
model. Indeed, the sound speed only vanishes if d1 = −3d2 which corresponds to a model
which depends linearly on the trace of the momentum of the spatial metric.

Tensor perturbations

Due to the form of the constraints C1 and C2 as total spatial derivatives they do not impact
the tensor sector at linear order but instead we recover the same EOM as for the original
model which will depend on the form of the free function f . If we for instance consider the
case where f = f(R,Z) we obtain

δS =
1

4

∫

d3kdt a3
(

1

d1
γ̇2ij − fR

k2

a2
γ2ij + fZ

k4

a4
γ2ij

)

, (4.39)

so that the propagation speed of the gravitational waves is given by

c2t = fRd1. (4.40)
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5 Conclusion

In this paper we have analyzed minimally modified gravity models with a dynamical FLRW
background evolution. This can be obtained by imposing auxiliary constraints which vanish
identically at the FLRW background (see also [12, 31, 32]) so that we obtain the background
evolution from the original model. This imposes conditions on the form of the constraints.
In particular, we need to ensure that the constraints are not trivial identities at the linear
order since it leads to a breakdown of perturbation theory.

While it is a priori also possible to construct this type of models without the need of
auxiliary constraints this leads to highly non-standard cosmologies requiring for instance a
trivial Hamiltonian constraint at the background level. These models can also suffer under
a breakdown of linear perturbation theory around FLRW.

In the next part we studied the phenomenological consequences. For generic back-
grounds the auxiliary constraints can lead to a non-standard dispersion relation for the
gravitational waves and is, in general, highly sensitive to the form of the constraints.

As a next step we focused on the linear perturbation around the FLRW background
including dust to have a dynamical scalar degree of freedom at the linear level. For two
classes of constraints (one primary constraint, which does not depend on the momenta of the
metric, or two generic primary constraints) the perturbations around FLRW are not very
sensitive to the specific details of the constraints. In the first case depending on the original
model the constraint will lead to a modification of the effective gravitational constant for the
dust component and for models outside the GLPV class it can lead to a non-vanishing sound
speed. This is similar to the second case where the two primary constraints will, in general,
except for some specific cases always provide a non-vanishing sound speed for dust which is
highly constrained by observations.

For the tensor modes the details of the constraints can become important. In this case
the tensor sector will depend on the background value of the Lagrange multiplier which is,
however, not fixed since the constraint is trivially fulfilled at the background level. However,
we can avoid this ambiguity by further restricting the form of the constraints to C =

√
hDkC

k

so that the EOM are invariant under a time dependent shift of the Lagrange multiplier. In
that case the tensor sector will not be impacted by the constraint up to linear order but
instead we recover the same result as for the original model prior to the constraint.

Summarizing, constructing MMG models by imposing auxiliary constraints provides a
new playground leading to interesting new phenomenological features. In future it might be
interesting to study the consequences of these type of models in the case of black holes or
other backgrounds where the constraint do not vanish trivially.
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A Non-trivial background

In order to get a better understanding of the dynamical degree of freedom at the FLRW
background let us consider a generic stationary spherical symmetric background in which
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the constraint is not a trivial identity

ds2 = −N(t, r)2dt2 + F (t, r)2a(t)2dr2 + a(t)2r2dΩ2. (A.1)

In order to simplify the discussion let us consider the constraint C =
√
hR which leads to

−F (t, r) + F (t, r)3 + 2r∂rF (t, r) = 0. (A.2)

Solving it we obtain

F (t, r) =
1

√

κ(t)
r

+ 1
. (A.3)

By imposing proper boundary conditions at spatial infinity we can set κ(t) = 0 recovering
the standard result.

In that case the equations of motion for the toy model in (2.2) and (2.15) simplify to

3
ȧ(t)2

a(t)2
+N(t, r)2P − 2P ′ = 0, (A.4)

a(t)2N(t, r)3P +N(t, r)(ȧ(t)2 + 2a(t)ä(t))

− 2

r
N(t, r)2(∂rN(t, r) + 2∂rλ(t, r))− 2ȧ(t)a(t)Ṅ (t, r) = 0, (A.5)

a(t)2N(t, r)2P + ȧ(t)2 + 2a(t)ä(t)− 2a(t)ȧ(t)
Ṅ(t, r)

N(t, r)
= 0. (A.6)

From the Hamiltonian constraint we obtain that if we do not want to constrain the form of
the free function P (1/N(t, r)2) we need to constrain N(t, r) = N(t). Using it we recover the
usual equation of motion from the flat FLRW background, i.e.

3H2 + P − 2

N2
P ′ = 0, (A.7)

3H2 + 2Ḣ + P = 0, (A.8)

∂rλ = 0, (A.9)

where H(t) = ȧ(t)/(N(t)a(t)). Therefore, we can note that it is possible to obtain the flat
FLRW solutions in a smooth limit by imposing proper boundary conditions for F (t, r) at
spatial infinity.

B Dynamical FLRW background without auxiliary constraints

The dynamical FLRW background can also be achieved in models without the presence of
auxiliary constraints. However, in general, the degeneracy constraints are quite cumbersome
to solve. In models like Cuscuton [17, 18] etc. the constraint structure is fundamental
different. Besides the usual six first class constraints related to the spatial diffeomorphism
invariance there is an additional first class constraint related to πN and two second class
constraints H0 and a new tertiary one C. For SCG models as

S =

∫

d4x
√
hNL(N,Kij , hij ,Dk, t) (B.1)
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degenerate conditions have been derived in [4] in order to obtain a MMG theory. Note, that
while, in general, πN might not be anymore first class there will be a specific combination
π̂N which remains first class besides the six first class constraints coming from the spatial
diffeomorphism invariance [4]. The total Hamiltonian at the FLRW background can be
written as

HT |FLRW =

∫

d3x (H(a, pa, N) + uN π̂N + u0H0 + uCC) |FLRW (B.2)

where we have used that the momentum constraint is trivial at the FLRW background.
Therefore, even if the tertiary constraints vanish at the background level C|FLRW = 0 this
will not lead to a dynamical background since we are left with the two constraints π̂N and
the Hamiltonian constraint H0. Since at the FLRW background all constraints will commute
with itself H0 becomes first class since π̂N is first class. Therefore, it is quite challenging
to obtain a dynamical FLRW background. Besides requiring a trivial tertiary constraint
C|FLRW = 0 we have to require that either π̂N or H0 become trivial at the background
level. The most straightforward way is to construct a Hamiltonian constraint which becomes
trivially at the FLRW background leading to a non-standard cosmology.

As discussed in [6] models of the form

H =

∫

d3x

[

V(hij , πij ,Dk) +NH0(hij , π
ij ,Dk)− 2

√
hNkDj

(

πkj√
h

)]

(B.3)

where

{H0(x),H0(y)} ≈ 0 (B.4)

do just have two tensor degrees of freedom. Therefore, if H0|FLRW = 0 we obtain a minimally
modified gravity model with a dynamical FLRW background. One easy example is given by
the following toy model

L =
1

2

√
hN2(KijKij −K2)−NH0(hij ,Dk) (B.5)

where H0(hij ,Dk) can be any generic function as long as it does vanish at the FLRW back-
ground as H0 =

√
hR. However, if we add matter the Hamiltonian constraint is, in general,

not anymore trivial. Therefore, including conventional matter the theory has still just one
dynamical degree of freedom at the background level. Furthermore, the Hamiltonian con-
straint enforces that at the background level the matter energy density vanishes. All in all,
these models are highly pathological.

Note, that if we consider a Hamiltonian constraint which is also trivial at the linear
level as H0 =

√
hRijRij then the linear perturbations around the FLRW break down, i.e.

there are three degress of freedom (2 tensor + 1 scalar) at the linear level. It is the same
issue which we have discussed in the case of the auxiliary constraints in section 3.2.

Last, it might be interesting to check if it is possible to obtain MMG models with
dynamical dark energy by generalizing the ansatz (B.1) by for instance including Ṅ as in
[11] or breaking the spatial diffeomorphism invariance to check if there are viable models in
the context of cosmology.
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C Schultz-Sorkin action

In order to describe dust we use the Schultz-Sorkin action [44]. Using the implementation as
in [45]

Smat =−
∫

d4x
(√−gρm(n) + Jα∂αϕ

)

, (C.1)

ρm(n) =µ0n, (C.2)

n =

√

JαJβgαβ
g

, (C.3)

where Jα is a vector of weight one and ϕ, n and ρm are scalar fields. Up to linear order the
vector Jα and the scalar field ϕ can be expressed as

J0 =N0 + δj0, (C.4)

Jk =δkj∂jδj, (C.5)

ϕ =− µ

∫ t

dτN(τ)− µ0vm, (C.6)

where N0 is the number of dust particles at the background level with a3ρm = µ0N0. Further,
it is convenient to replace δj0 with the gauge invariant matter overdensity δm via

δj0
N0

= δm − 3Hvm + 3ξ. (C.7)
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