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Abstract. In this paper, we show how the proper choice of gauge is critical in analyzing
the stability of non-singular cosmological bounce solutions based on Horndeski theories. We
show that it is possible to construct non-singular cosmological bounce solutions with classically
stable behavior for all modes with wavelengths above the Planck scale where: (a) the solution
involves a stage of null-energy condition violation during which gravity is described by a
modification of Einstein’s general relativity; and (b) the solution reduces to Einstein gravity
both before and after the null-energy condition violating stage. Similar considerations apply
to galilean genesis scenarios.
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1 Introduction

In recent years, Horndeski theories have received much attention due to their many cosmo-
logical applications, such as describing late-time acceleration [28], starting the universe from
Minkowski space (galilean genesis) |7, 23], or admitting cosmological bounce [11, 24, 33] and
wormbhole solutions [34]. Furthermore, it appears that the underlying Lagrangians have a
natural connection to higher-dimensional theories with branes; for example, a specific Horn-
deski theory, the conformal, flat-space galileon, was found to describe scalar fluctuations on a
static 3-brane embedded into an AdSs spacetime [9]. A characteristic feature of these theories
useful in many applications is that they introduce non-trivial couplings between scalar fields
and the metric (‘braiding’) [10] while keeping the equations of motion second order.

The goal of this paper is to identify a proper procedure for choosing the space-time slic-
ing and fixing gauges so as to avoid introducing artificial coordinate singularities that lead to
misinterpretation about the evolution of perturbations and linear stability in Horndeski the-
ories. In particular, we will show that the most prevalent gauge conditions used in analyzing
inflationary models (unitary and spatially-flat gauges) are poorly behaved in models where
the Horndeski theory asymptotes to Einstein gravity both in the far past and far future. This
includes the interesting case of geodesically complete bouncing and genesis models with a sin-
gle scalar field. Notably, the transition from Einstein to Horndeski gravity includes a critical
point (‘y-crossing’) where the common gauge choices suggest a blow-up of long-wavelength



modes even though there is none. We will explicitly show that the blow-up is a mere coordi-
nate singularity by identifying the gauge choices that avoid the problem. The general lesson
is that all gauge choices are not equally valid in Horndeski theories. When there is a blow-up,
one must always check if it is a true physical divergence or simply a coordinate singularity.
This is especially important in theories that violate the null-energy condition (NEC).
The NEC implies that, for every null-vector k#, the stress-energy tensor 7}, obeys the
inequality
Tuwk'E” > 0. (1.1)

For perfect fluids, the NEC states that the sum of energy density (piot) and pressure (piot)
always remains non-negative. In a Friedmann-Robertson-Walker (FRW) spacetime that is
given by the metric

ds® = —dt* + a(t)dz'dz; (1.2)

where a(t) is the scale factor and ¢ is physical time, and in which any form of stress-energy
behaves like a perfect fluid (to leading order), the NEC reduces to the condition that the
Hubble parameter H = a/a always decreases, or equivalently,

Prot + Prot = —2H >0, (1.3)

here dot denotes differentiation with respect to physical time ¢. That means, in an expanding
universe (H > 0), the total energy density (~ H?) decreases with time while, in a contracting
universe (H < 0), the total energy density increases with time. Obviously, if the NEC
is satisfied in a contracting universe, as the universe is becoming smaller, the total energy
density approaches Planckian values such that the classical curvature invariants eventually
blow up.

Note that, although the NEC is satisfied by various forms of stress-energy, such as
ordinary matter and radiation, it is not an implication of Einstein gravity but an independent
condition that is commonly assumed for the purposes of simplicity or for proving certain
theorems. There is nothing to say the condition cannot be violated. The situation is similar
to the strong energy condition (7),,k*k” > 0 or H > 0) that is commonly assumed but
which is known to be violated by the de Sitter solution, which has (H = 0). In particular,
it is common to cite the Hawking-Penrose singularity theorems as no-go arguments against
non-singular cosmologies. However, these theorems are closely tied to the NEC. That means,
one way to avoid the conclusion of these theorems and obtain a well-behaved non-singular
cosmology is to show that the NEC can be violated without introducing pathologies, such as
Ostrogadski or quantum ghosts and classical gradient instabilities.

Indeed, the possibility of stable violation of the NEC in Horndeski theories has been
studied in the context of galilean genesis and cosmological bounce scenarios. More concretely,
in the case of a contracting universe one must show that it is possible to transit to an
expanding universe during a phase of NEC violation without bad behavior such as the blow-
up of curvature invariants. Here, the transition point is called the ‘cosmological bounce’ and
the phase of NEC violation the ‘bounce stage.” The bounce is non-singular because it occurs
at finite values of the scale factor, well below Planckian length or energy scales.

Whether pathologies can be truly avoided by these Horndeski cosmological solutions has
been an open question. For example, it has been shown by Libanov et al. [27] and later, in
greater generality by Kobayashi [20] that violating the NEC in genesis and Horndeski bouncing
scenarios leads to a gradient instability or a singularity. We recently pointed out that, in
Horndeski bouncing scenarios, the bad behavior is not due to violation of the NEC [17], as was



previously conjectured. Most importantly, no pathology occurs in bouncing scenarios where
the braiding is turned off only after (or only before) the stage of NEC violation, i.e., where
the NEC violating cosmological solutions describe Einstein gravity only in the asymptotic
future (or only in the asymptotic past). A similar result was found by Pirtskhalava et al. [31]
for galilean genesis.

Furthermore, in [18] we showed that, to construct a geodesically complete bouncing
cosmology that connects to Einstein gravity both before and after NEC violation, there must
be a y-crossing point (y = 0). The quantity v characterizes the ratio between the three-
curvature and braiding. It is only at this v-crossing point where there is potentially bad
behavior. Notably, v-crossing need not occur during the NEC-violating phase (‘bounce stage’)
but can be pushed arbitrarily far before (or after) the bounce stage. We shall see that this
ability to separate y-crossing from the bounce will play a critical role in the analysis below.
Recently, different groups argued that the pathology at ~y-crossing can only be avoided in
‘beyond Horndeski’ theories [6, 8, 26].

In this paper, we study Horndeski theories admitting NEC violating solutions that reduce
to Einstein gravity both before and after the NEC violating stage. We show that the stability
analysis around the ~y-crossing point based on conventional unitary or spatially-flat gauge
choices is misleading due to a coordinate singularity and prescribe the method to fix the
problem. We will then show it is possible to construct stable classical cosmological bounce
solutions that asymptote to Einstein gravity before and after the bounce without encountering
any pathologies for wavelengths greater than the Planck scale.

The paper is organized as follows: In Sec. 2, we start with reviewing the basic features of
Horndeski theories and derive the linearized field equations without fixing the gauge. We show
next, in Sec. 3, that the unitary and spatially-flat gauges in which the no-go arguments were
derived become ill-defined around the ~y-crossing point and, hence, the claimed blow-up is a
mere slicing issue. Linearizing the theory in Newtonian gauge, which is well-behaved around
~v-crossing, we identify a ‘transition scale.” Above and below this scale, scalar perturbations
are governed by different evolution equations. The main result of this paper is to solve these
equations around 7-crossing and to identify the scale (kr/a) below which linear perturbations
are well-behaved; we do this in Sec. 4. We summarize our findings in Sec. 5.
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2 Preliminiaries

Horndeski theories are Lorentz-invariant gravitational theories with the characteristic feature
that the corresponding Einstein equations as well as the scalar-field equations of motion
all remain second-order in derivatives. In particular, Horndeski theories do not propagate
Ostrogadski ghost degrees of freedom.

The most general single-field Horndeski action is given by

1
S= /d4x\/jg (2R+ Ly +£matter> ) (2.1)

where ¢ is the metric determinant; R the Ricci scalar; Limatter the Lagrangian that describes
ordinary matter and radiation; and the Horndeski Lagrangian,

Lyu = Zci»Ch (22)



is defined as a linear combination of the Lagrangian densities

Ly = Ga2(X,9), (2.3)
£3 = G3(X7 ¢)D¢7 (24)
Li= SGX,O)R + Gax(X,0) (06) ~ (VuVus)?) (25)
L5 = G5(X,0)GuV'V'¢ — %G5,X(X ,0) ((06)* = 30¢(V,V,0)* +2(V,.Vu9)?) . (2.6)

Here, each G;(X,¢) characterizes the ith Horndeski interaction; X = —(1/2)V,6V¥¢ is
the canonical kinetic term; G, is the Einstein tensor; and the ¢; (i = 2,...,5) are real
constants. Throughout, we use the mostly positive metric signature (— + +4) and we work
in reduced Planck units MI%I = 8GN = 1, where Gy is Newton’s constant. For reasons that
we will clarify below, we separated the Einstein-Hilbert part, in particular, the action of a
free canonical scalar is recovered by setting Go = X,G3 = G4 = G5 = 0. In addition, we
assumed that matter is universally coupled, i.e., its action is independent of the scalar ¢.
We note that Horndeski theories are sometimes also called ‘generalized galileons.” The
reason is that Horndeski theories were independently re-discovered based on symmetry argu-
ments, a few decades after they were first identified by Horndeski as the most general Lorentz
invariant theories with second-order equations of motion [15]. To avoid confusion, we omit
the use of the term ‘generalized galileons’ as a synonym for Horndeski theories. Rather, by
galileons, we mean only special Horndeski Lagrangians that are invariant under the ‘galilean’
transformation
o= o+ b'r,+c, (2.7)

where b, (1 =0,...,3) and c are real constants.

Intriguingly, galileons appear to have a natural connection to higher-dimensional theo-
ries involving branes. In Ref. [9], it was found that fluctuations of static three-branes probing
five-dimensional space-times can be described by simple scalar-field Lagrangians that corre-
spond to particular galileons, where the specific interactions G; are fixed by the chosen 5d
background metric and the brane metric. Different choices of these metrics lead to different
types of galileons; for a review see Ref. [14]. It remains, though, an open question whether
all Horndeski theories can be derived in the same or in a similar way such that they could be
understood as a particular manifestation of some three-brane geometry.

More general Horndeski Lagrangians have the same structure as the conformally-coupled
L4 Horndeski action up to linear order. The differences due to disformal couplings in £4 or
L5 theories appear first at third-order in perturbation theory [12] that is not within the scope
of the present work. Furthermore, it has recently been shown that the conformally-coupled
L4 Horndeski theory (0xG4 = 0,G5 = 0) is linearly well-posed [29]. This feature makes the
conformally-coupled £4 Horndeski theory particularly attractive for numerical applications.
More general Horndeski theories (with dxG4 # 0 or G5 # 0), on the other hand, appear to
be ill-posed.

For cosmological applications that are the focus of this paper — classical theories that
admit non-singular bouncing or genesis solutions that reduce to Einstein gravity both before
and after the bounce or genesis phase — the richest structure needed is exactly the conformally-
coupled £, Horndeski action [18]. Hence, in the remainder of this paper, we study the
particular Horndeski theory, specified through the couplings

GQ(Xv ¢)7 G3(X7 ¢) = _b(QS)Xa G4(X7 ¢) = G4(¢)a and GS(Xa ¢) =0. (28)



2.1 Covariant dynamics

Varying the action (2.1) with respect to the metric g"” yields the Einstein field equations

0 (LH + Ematter)
dghv

Gu =T = -2 + (L + Lmatter) Guv (2.9)

with the stress-energy tensor taking the form

T = (Ga(X,6) + B(O) VbV X — 2b,4(8) X +2Gi 45(6) X — G1,606 ) g
+ (Gax(X,6) = b(9)06 = 2b5(9)X + Gr.65(6) ) V,u6 Vi
— b(9) (Vzﬂf’ VX +Viup VX ) + G ViV — Ga(9)Gp + TH™M . (2.10)

Generically, the stress-energy tensor of Horndeski theories does not take the form of a perfect
fluid. That is, unlike in the case of canonical free scalars or so-called P(X, ¢) theories, there
is no reference frame in which the the Horndeski stress-energy tensor is diagonal.

The choice of the reference metric g, is especially important for cosmological model
building since the notions of contraction and expansion are not invariants but only make
sense when defined with respect to a reference scale. There is a common misbelief that
one must always analyze gravitational Lagrangians with a single scalar-field in the ‘Einstein
frame,” i.e., in the representation where the four-Ricci scalar is minimally coupled to the
field, and so the proper reference metric is the Einstein-frame metric. In reality, it is the
matter Lagrangian that unambiguously yields the ‘physical’ reference scale. Once the matter
is specified in the action, it is unambiguous whether the universe is expanding or contracting:
The physical reference metric is the one matter, radiation, or any test-particle ‘sees,” the
metric choice in which the corresponding matter Lagrangian is independent of the scalar
field and vice-versa. For example, a straightforward way to find the physical reference scale
and the corresponding stress-energy tensor is to choose the representation where the matter
is universally coupled, as was done above in Eq. (2.1). In modified gravity theories, this
is often not the Einstein-frame. Remarkably, there are known examples where a conformal
transformation of the metric changes the sign of the corresponding Hubble parameter such
that simply specifying the matter coupling can lead to different cosmologies [16].

Finally, variation of the action with respect to the scalar yields the evolution equation
for ¢,

1
—G27XD¢ = (GQyXX — Qb,(b) VMXV‘MQZ) —2X (GQ’X(ﬁ — b7¢¢X) + G27¢ + §G4’¢R
= (@) ((¢)* = (VuVie)® = R VH6V"9) . (2.11)
2.2 Background evolution

Evaluating the Einstein equations for a homogeneous FRW metric as given in Eq. (1.2) yields
the Friedmann equations

BH? = ~Ga(X,0) + Cax(X.0)* — b g(0)d" + 3Hb(0)) (212)
— 3G47¢H¢.5 — 3G4(¢)H2 + Pmatter
—2H = Gox(X, ) — b4($)¢" + 3Hb(¢)* — GuydH + G 490 (2.13)



+ <G47¢ - b(¢)¢2) ¢ + 2G4(¢)H + (pmatter + pmatter) )

that, in the case of a single scalar, are sufficient to fully determine the background dynamics.
The right hand side of the first Friedmann equation describes the relative evolution of the
different components that make up the total total energy density (3H? = pot). The second
Friedmann equation describes the evolution of total energy density that is given by the sum

of total energy density and pressure (H = piot + Dtot)-
The evolution equation for the homogeneous scalar ¢(t) reads as

(GQ, x + (Gaxx — 2bs) &2 + 6bH¢'>> é+ 3H$Ga x + 3b(9)¢* (H + 3H2> -
1L\ .
= G2,¢ — (Ggy}@s — 2b7¢¢¢2> (;52 + 3G47¢ (H + 2H2) ; (2.14)

note that Eq. (B.6) is not independent but can be derived using the two Friedmann equations.

Although the stress-energy tensor of Horndeski theories does not take the form of a
perfect fluid, the homogeneous part does because it inherits it from the spherically symmetric
FRW background geometry. Deviations from a perfect fluid (given an FRW background) only
become evident when one considers spatial inhomogeneities.

Typically, as a first step of model building, one identifies those Lagrangians that admit
the desired cosmological background solutions. In particular, this means checking that a
certain FRW solution exists for a given choice of the couplings G2(X, ¢),b(¢), and G4(o).
For a non-singular bounce solution, for example, this means picking a Lagrangian that transits
a contracting FRW universe (H < 0) to an expanding FRW universe (H > 0).

Of course, as we have noted before, the goal is to have the bounce occur at energies well
below the Planck scale.

2.3 Linearized field equations

If a Lagrangian admits a particular background solution, the next logical step is to check
whether the solution is linearly stable. This means, the modes have second-order equations
of motion (no Ostrogadski instability) and they suffer from no classical gradient instability
or, equivalently, the modes propagate at non-negative sound speed. In addition, one typically
requires strict positivity for the kinetic coefficient of linear perturbations to avoid quantum
ghost instabilities. If the background solution fails the linear stability test, generically, tra-
jectories will not follow the homogeneous solution.

To study linearized metric and matter perturbations, we use the 3+ 1 decomposition or
ADM slicing of the metric. Here, spacetime is foliated by spatial hypersurfaces ¥; of constant
time coordinate ¢ while the constant-time hypersurfaces are threaded by lines of constant
spatial coordinates z’ such that the line element is given by

ds? = —N2dt? + ;j (da’ + N'dt) (da’ + N7dt) (2.15)

where N is the lapse function and measures the ratio between the proper time and coordinate
time along the future directed, timelike unit normal vector n, to the spatial hypersurface
¥;; the shift vector N’ gives the difference between proper and coordinate time; and Vij is
the spatial metric of the constant time hypersurface. Note that n, need not coincide with
the time vector tangent to the threading lines. The freedom to choose the lapse N (i.e., the
foliation ;) and the shift N (i.e., the spatial coordinates x?) reflects the coordinate freedom
of general relativity.



Linearizing the metric and decomposing the perturbations into scalar, vector, and tensor
modes, the line element takes the form

ds* = — (14 2a)dt® + 2a(t) (9, + S;)dtdz’ (2.16)
+ aQ(t) ((1 — 21/1)5@‘ + 28i8j€ + QF(Z-J) + thj) d:UZdl‘] R

where 0N = « is the linearized lapse perturbation; dN; = 9;8 + S; is the linearized shift
perturbation; and dv;; = —vd;; + 0;0;¢ + F(m) + h;; is the linearized perturbation of the
spatial metric «;;. The four perturbation variables o, 3,1, and € represent scalar quantities;
the two perturbation variables S; and F; (with Sl@ =F ZZ = 0) represent vector quantities;
and h;; (with h% = h; i = 0) is the transverse, traceless tensor perturbation. Notably, in this
decomposition, scalar, vector, and tensor perturbations evolve independently at linear order
and hence we can study them separately. We denote the linearized perturbation of the scalar
field ¢ by m(x,t).

In the following, we will not consider vector perturbations since we assume that those are
suppressed by some smoothing mechanism, e.g., in the case of the bounce, by the preceding
contracting phase, and, in the case of genesis, by the super-acceleration. For the same reason,
we will not consider perturbations of ordinary, pressure-less matter and radiation. They do
not directly interact with the Horndeski scalar and, hence, remain linearly stable throughout.
We also note that in conformally-coupled £4 Horndeski theories where the effective Planck
mass, (i.e., the coupling to the four-Ricci scalar in the action) is greater than zero, tensor
perturbations evolve as in Einstein gravity, stably propagating at a sound speed cr = 1; see,
e.g., [22].

The scalar part of the linearized Einstein equations (2.10) take the following form:

2 2
(6HY(1) = 340(H H2(1) = pc(1) ) o +5(2) <3¢ + 520> + %Ah(tm (2.17)

2
+ (3H@A(0) - 34O HD) — pic (1)) - <3H(t)7(t) (e - v(t))> Su=0,

Aty = (An(OH () = (1)) i = —y(Dar + An(O) H (8)ou, (2.18)
Ap(t)(a—1p — 6 — Ho) = Ap(t) (bu + o) , (2.19)
(Y(t)a) + 3H (v(t)a) + Ap(t)d + <3Ah(t)H + Ah(t)> b (2.20)

— (An(OH @) = 2(1)) i+ (5(0) = 3H (A H () = 7(1)) = 2400 H (1) = Ap()H (1)) 01

- <AhI§I + ApH + 3AhHH) Su=0.

where Eq. (2.17) is the linearized Hamiltonian constraint; Eq. (2.18) is the linearized mo-
mentum constraint; Eq. (2.19) is the linearized anisotropy equation; and Eq. (2.20) is the
linearized pressure equation; du = —d¢/¢p; and the scalar shear perturbation o is defined
through

a(t)é(t,x) — B(t,x); (2.21)



o is the scalar component of the linearized shear tensor

Oy = éK’yW - K, . (2.22)
The quantities
Ap(t) = 1+ Ga(9), (2.23)
1) = A — 5 (b(6)F(0) — An(n)) (224)
pr(t) = fGQ X+ = (G2 xx — 2b4) 0" + 3Hb($)$> (2.25)

are functions of the homogeneous background solution. We will see in the next section that
the quantity + plays a crucial role in theories admitting NEC-violating solutions that reduce
to Einstein gravity both before and after NEC violation because the transition from Einstein
to Horndeski gravity implies that v has to go through zero (‘y-crossing’). We show that
these solutions involve a coordinate singularity at the y-crossing point in all but one algebraic
gauge. This coordinate singularity has been mistaken as a real, physical blow up and led to
wrong conclusions about the stability of the corresponding cosmological solutions.
The linearized scalar-field equation is given by

(i + 3H (AT =) b = (A4 =) 550 (2.26)
+ (prc +3Hpic + (61 + 9H?) (A H — ) + 3H (A H = 4) ) o
2
+ (Ah (t)) %(zf +H()o) + % (AhH - y) o
2
4 3(AnH(D) ~ A1) — An(t) 36 13 (BHO) (AW (1) — 7(1) + ADH(D) (1))

+ pr(t)dii+ (pr(t) + 3Hprc () 61 + (H (An(t)H(t) = (1)) + 24, H — 7) :ZM

3 ((AnH = 3) I + (AnH =) (I +3HI) ) 5u = 0.

For a detailed derivation of the linearized equations (2.17-2.20) and (2.26) see Appendix A.

Note that there remain two residual scalar degrees of freedom related to the fact that
the gauge has not yet been fixed. The subtleties of how to fix the gauge in Horndeski theories
is the subject of the next section.

3 Gauge choice(s) in Horndeski theories

In applications of Horndeski theories to the early-universe with a single scalar field, linear
perturbations are most commonly analyzed in the unitary gauge (defined by du = 0) where
all spatial inhomogeneities are promoted to the metric while the scalar field remains unper-
turbed. Since this gauge ‘freezes out’ perturbations of the scalar field, the otherwise involved
computation of perturbed higher-derivative operators turns remarkably simple. At the same
time, as we will discuss below, the lapse and shift perturbations act like Lagrange multipliers
and can be eliminated using the constraint equations such that the only dynamical variable
is the gauge-invariant quantity ¢ = —. We note that the unitary gauge is also utilized in



low-energy effective field theory with the ‘Stueckelberg trick’ being used to recover gauge
invariance; see, e.g., [30].

Another preferred choice to study Horndeski early-universe scenarios is the spatially-flat
gauge (defined through ¢ = 0) where all spatial inhomogeneities are promoted to the scalar
field while the spatial metric remains unperturbed. Similarly to the unitary gauge, the lapse
and shift perturbations are Lagrange multipliers in spatially-flat gauge and can be eliminated
such that the only dynamical degree is d¢. This gauge is particularly well-suited to study
models with with multiple fluctuating scalar fields.

In certain physical situations, though, one has to be more careful because gauge-invariant
quantities can become ill-defined. An analogous problem occurs in Einstein gravity with a
single scalar field during reheating when the field starts to oscillate at the bottom of the
potential. At the turning points, the kinetic energy (or velocity) of the scalar (;5 passes
through zero and the spatial hypersurface of constant co-moving velocity (du = d¢/ qb =0)
ceases to be space-like. Formally, the co-moving curvature mode R, which corresponds to local
perturbations of the scalar factor, appears to blow up. We know, though, that the blow-up
is not physical. Rather, it is a coordinate singularity resulting from a slicing issue. This fact
becomes evident if one chooses a different gauge in which the spatial hypersurface remains
space-like at the turning points and finding that all scalar model are under perturbative
control.

In this section, we will identify a similar, turning-point-like problem in Horndeski theories
and demonstrate that an ill-chosen gauge can lead to wrong conclusions about the linear
stability behavior in the vicinity of the ‘turning point’ (associated with 7-crossing). The
main result of this paper is to perform the calculation in a gauge that is well-defined at and
around the ‘turning-point’ and to show that the linear stability behavior is different than
previously thought.

We start with a systematic analysis of the commonly used gauges in Horndeski theories.
A gauge describes a correspondence between the coordinates of the physical spacetime and
a given background spacetime (described here by a FRW metric) [3]. Fixing the gauge
means picking a particular foliation for the physical spacetime, i.e., setting the time slicing
(lapse) and the spatial coordinates (shift). Following Ref. [19], we distinguish two ways of
gauge fixing: In the first case, two additional constraint equations are introduced such that
both the lapse and the shift remain non-dynamical and can be expressed as functions of the
coordinates and local values of the perturbed scalar variables 1, e, m and their derivatives.
These are known as algebraic gauges. In the second case, two additional partial differential
equations are introduced that make both the lapse and the shift dynamical. These are known
as differential gauges.

The main result of this section will be to show that NEC violating solutions that reduce
to Einstein gravity both before and after the stage of NEC violation uniquely pick an algebraic
gauge, namely the Newtonian gauge, while all other algebraic gauges commonly preferred in
the literature involve a coordinate singularity.

3.1 Conformally-coupled £, Horndeski in algebraic gauges

In algebraic gauges, the system of linearized Einstein equations is supplemented by two addi-
tional, non-dynamical constraint equations. This has the advantage that it is fairly straight-
forward to derive the evolution equation for the single propagating degree of freedom (rep-
resented by one of the scalar gauge variables) and express the other gauge variables as a
function of this variable.



In practice, one can, for example, use the linearized Hamiltonian and momentum con-
straints to eliminate the lapse perturbation a and the gradient of the scalar shear perturbation
o, by expressing both as a function of du, d1, 1 and -

a= ‘:’Eg) (—z/} + H(t)60 + H(t)au) — o, (3.1)
2 r ) ] 2 2
%a - 72(2) (—¢ + H(t)du + H(t)ou ) + kfih(i)) (— + H(t)ou) — %m, (3.2)

where we define )
r(t) = An(tpic(t) + 3(AnOH () (1) (3.3)

These two equations encapsulate the main difference between Horndeski theories and scalar-
field theories with a stress-energy tensor that takes a perfect-fluid form. In particular, the
equations determine the relation between the three quantities Ay, and px we introduced in
Egs. (2.23-2.25). For a perfect-fluid type scalar, there can be no mixing between the kinetic
energy of the scalar and the metric. In particular, the function pg(t) = r(t) that measures
the kinetic energy of the field is independent of the metric and the function v(¢) that measures
the kinetic energy of the metric is field independent, v(¢t) = H (t).

In Horndeski theories, this is not anymore the case: both px and v involve metric and
scalar kinetic terms. The direct mixing between the kinetic energy of the scalar and the
metric — a feature also called ‘braiding’ [10] — can be characterized by the deviation of 7 from
H. In addition, the conformal quartic Horndeski interaction leads to a mixing between the
scalar field and the four-Ricci scalar as meaured by the deviation between Aj;, and unity.!

Substituting the expressions for « and ¢ into the anisotropy equation, we obtain a simple
second-order differential equation for the gauge-invariant quantity —¢ + Hdu:

2 r
%( 0 H(D)ou) + %m < (1) An(t) 2(2)) jt (— -+ H(t)ou) (3.4)
2A45()(t) — An(8)3(t) — (An(D)H (1) — (1)) (t
+ @ a( b+ H(t)u) = 0.
Rescaling the variable
— Y+ Hou — v =z(—¢ + Héu), (3.5)

where 22(t) = a(t)An(t)r(t)/~v%(t), yields the Horndeski generalization of the Mukhanov-
Sasaki variable with the corresponding wave equation

k:2 3
The sound speed of the modes is given by

245, (1) (t) — An(t)5(t) — (An(6)H () —(1))7(t)
r(t) '

! Note that our nomenclature deviates from the one introduced in Ref. [5] that is commonly used
in the dark energy/modified gravity literature; the dictionary between the different notions is as follows:
M2 =2A,;HM?ap = 2(ArH — 7); and H?’M2ax = 2pK. We changed the definition of the three back-
ground functions because it is more appropriate for the context of early-universe applications of Horndeski
Lagrangians.

cA(t) = (3.7)
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The simplicity of the Mukhanov-Sasaki equation is one of the reasons why the unitary
(6u = 0) and spatially-flat (¢» = 0) gauges are the most common choices in studying linearized
Horndeski theories: In either of the two gauges, solving for vy (¢) immediately yields a solution
for the dynamical gauge variable { = — or du, respectively. Hence, in these two gauges, one
can read off gradient instability from the sign of cg as long as the slicing is valid.

In other algebraic gauges, one needs the gauge condition to determine the dynamics of
all gauge variables after solving for vy(t). Less commonly used algebraic gauges are

e the Newtonian gauge that is defined through o = 0;

e the synchronous gauge defined by oo = 0 that picks the spatial hypersurface of constant
time;

e the uniform density gauge (6p = 0); and
e the uniform Hubble gauge given by 6H = Ha + ) + %2—;0 =0.

We note that the algebraic gauge conditions discussed here only fix the time slicing
but not the spatial coordinates. This is because the linearized Einstein equations and the
gauge constraints together only determine the evolution of the scalar shift implicitly, by
determining the shear perturbation o. An additional constraint is needed that determines
the spatial coordinates. In practice, to fix the spatial coordinates, one usually chooses ¢ = 0.

3.2 ~y-crossing

Even though the unitary and spatially-flat gauges are convenient choices, these gauges come
with a serious drawback. It is immediately obvious from the constraint equations (3.1-3.2)
that at and around the time ¢, when ~ hits zero (y-crossing), both gauge variables o and
o blow up since, generically, the Mukhanov-Sasaki equation admits at least one non-zero
solution. This meets the textbook definition of a coordinate singularity. A corollary is that,
in the vicinity of ¢t = ¢, one cannot use the unitary and spatially-flat gauges to analyze the
linear stability of the background solution.

In fact, there is only a single algebraic gauge that protects o from becoming singular at
~-crossing, namely the gauge where o = 0, i.e., the Newtonian gauge. In any other algebraic
gauge, the constraint equation (3.2) implies either a blow-up of o or a blow-up of du or ¥
or both around .. This is because o depends quadratically on ~~! while « only linearly so
setting, e.g., « = 0 (synchronous gauge) is not sufficient.

This is a crucial point since all no-go theorems stating that NEC violation always implies
a classical gradient instability or a singularity of the cosmological solution were formulated
either in unitary [20, 25, 27| or in spatially-flat gauge [1]. At the same time, our finding
recovers and explains the result of Ref. [17], namely that any bad behavior that one encounters
when studying linearized Horndeski theories in unitary or spatially-flat gauges is related to
~-crossing and not to NEC violation, as previously conjectured. As pointed out in Ref. [18],
these are the cosmological solutions that reduce to Einstein gravity both before and after the
NEC violating stage.

Of course, to show that the pathology at v = 0 found in unitary and spatially-flat gauges
is truly a coordinate singularity, one has to prove that in Newtonian gauge not only does the
gauge variable ¢ remain finite at v = 0 but all the other gauge variables remain non-singular
as well.
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3.3 ~-crossing in Newtonian gauge

In Newtonian gauge (o = 0), the line element with scalar perturbations is given by
ds? = —(1+2®)dt* + a®(t) (1 — 20) §;;dx'dx? (3.8)
where the Bardeen potentials

b=a-7, (3.9)
UV =9+ Ho (3.10)

are gauge-invariant. As above, to characterize perturbations of the scalar field, we use the
gauge variable

9%

Su = (3.11)

Again, this means we only consider solutions with qﬁ # 0. We can do this, though, without
loss of generality since ¢ = 0 around ~y-crossing.

Evaluating Eqs. (2.17-2.20) and (2.26) in Newtonian gauge, the linearized Einstein field
equations are

(6H~(t) — 3AR(t)H(t) — pr(t)) @ + 3v(t)¥ + ]ZzAh(t)\If (3.12)
2
+ (BH()y(t) — BA(O)HA () — pic (1)) 51t + (—3H7(t) + 2o - Ah<t>H<t>)> bu=0,
Y()® + Ap(t) T — (Ah(t)H(t) - 7(75))611 — Ap(t)Hou =0, (3.13)
Ap(£)(® — ) = Ap(t)u, (3.14)
() + (3(t) + 3Hy () ® + Ap()¥ + <3Ah(t)H + Ah(t)> i (3.15)
— (An(O)H(t) = 4(0) i+ (3(2) — 3H (An(H (1) = 1(8)) — 2400 H (1) — An(0)H(2)) B

— (AhH —{—AhH—F 3AhHH> ou =0;
and the scalar-field equation is given by

(px +3H(ARH — 7)) & — (AyH — 7)’;@ (3.16)
+ (b +3Hpic + (6H + 9H?) (A H — ) +3H (A, H — 5) ) ®
+ 3(An()H() — v(1) ¥ — Ah(t):zkll +3 <3H(t) (An(H(t) — (t)) + A()H(t) — w)) ¥
+ pr(t)dii + (pxc(t) + 3Hprc (1)) 6t + (H (An(®)H(t) = (1)) + 24, H — v) Siéu

— 3 ((AWH = 4) H + (AyH — ) (I + 3HH) ) 5u=0.

It is easy to see that Eqs. (3.12-3.14) form a closed system for the three scalar gauge
variables ®, W, and du iff A, # 0: Notably, since the Newtonian gauge condition removes
the only dynamical variable from the anisotropy equation (3.14), it reduces to an algebraic
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relation, such that we can use it to eliminate one of the three gauge variables. Substituting
Eq. (3.14), e.g., for the Newtonian potential ® in the Hamiltonian and momentum constraints
and putting the resulting linear system into matrix form

P(t) <§;> = Q(t) (i) : (3.17)

~ (3y 3Hy —3A,H? — pk (g1 q12
Pl = (730 - (1), (3.18)

where

with the matrix elements being given by

k2
q1(t) = px +3A,H? — 6H~y — 5 4n, (3.19)
q12(t) = 3H~v + A (pr +3ARH? — 6H~) + —(ARH =) (3.20)
A
ao(t) = ApH — Af% (3.21)

it becomes manifest that the system is non-singular at +-crossing: the determinant of the
kinetic matrix,

det(P) = Appx + 3 (A H — 7)* = r(t) (3.22)

is non-zero for all times ¢ ~ ¢, if A, # 0. We note that the positivity condition on det(P) is
equivalent to the no-ghost condition.

The Newtonian gauge results can be verified by using a differential gauge — harmonic
gauge; see the Appendix B. Here too we find non-singular behavior around gamma-crossing.
However, it is inconvenient to use harmonic gauge in general. Although the harmonic gauge
is commonly implemented in numerical general relativity codes due to its stability character-
istics, it is more difficult to interpret. The Newtonian gauge has the advantage that it enables
an explicit analytic calculation of the perturbation variables and gives an intuitive under-
standing of the stability behavior around 7-crossing. In addition, the harmonic gauge must
yield equivalent results concerning stability because the Bardeen potential ¥ = ¢, + Hop,
is gauge-invariant. That means, if we find in Newtonian gauge that the evolution of ¥ is
pathological above a certain wavenumber k, the harmonic-gauge variables 1, and/or o must
too be ill-behaved above the same wavenumber k.

4 ~-crossing: linear stability analysis in Newtonian gauge

The goal of this section is to perform a linear stability analysis about ~-crossing of the
conformally-coupled £4 Horndeski theory as specified by Eq. (2.8) in Newtonian gauge. What
we have demonstrated in Sec. 3 is that unitary and spatially-flat gauges lead to the perturba-
tion equation Eq. (3.6) that is valid as long as the corresponding spatial hypersurfaces remain
spacelike and non-singular. However, there is a problem with the gauge condition with Horn-
deski theories near y-crossing because the lapse and shift constraints lead to a coordinate
singularity. Consequently, even though the sound speed in Eq. (3.6) becomes imaginary
at gamma-crossing for all k, indicating an instability at all wavelengths, we have to check
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whether the instability is physical or an artifact of the gauge choice or slicing. Here we will
show that it is indeed an artifact by switching to a gauge (Newtonian) that is well-behaved
at vy-crossing and solving the linearized Einstein equations for the Newtonian scalar gauge
variables.

We will show that, precisely because of the braiding effect, the sign of the square of the
effective sound speed is k-dependent and positive for all wavelengths (of order the Planck
scale or above) at y-crossing for Horndeski theories. This means perturbations pass through
~-crossing undisturbed. The result is to be contrasted with perfect fluid type models (i.e.,
P(X, ) theories) where the square of the sound speed is scale-independent and becomes
negative for all wavelengths during any NEC-violating phase, such as a cosmological bounce.

4.1 Evolution equation around ~-crossing

The advantage of using an algebraic gauge is that the linear stability analysis is equivalent to
solving a single second-order differential equation for each co-moving wave-number k. After
eliminating two of the three scalar gauge variables - the scalar velocity potential du using

(Ap/Ap)ou =@ — U, (4.1)

and the Newtonian potential ® using

. A k2 (AR H — ) Ay, k> ApH —~
(H—A:H—GQS%()%@ v = <\II+H\II Ah;t()\y> (4.2)

— the system of linearized Einstein equations (3.12-3.14) reduces to a dynamical equation for
the Bardeen potential W:

U+ F(t, k)T + <mg(t, k) + ci(t, k)zz 2 (t, k) k4) =0. (4.3)

The coefficient of the friction term o W is given by

F(t, k) :<det(P) ((H + i) (H + ﬁ: H) jt < H+ iH)) (4.4)
d . a3 Ay det(P) k? 1
* (dt "t ) ) (al =) ) d(t. k)’

in the limit of large and small k, F'(¢,k) is a function of ¢ only and so, generally, does not
affect stability.
The coefficient of the term o ¥ is given by

mé(t, k) =<2H - H% In ( H+ iH) ) < H+ ihH) (jz?i,(]/:)) , (4.5)

cA(t, k) z( ( H + jh ) (det(P)cio(t) + 24, <1 + (ALH —v)H — CZ(A,ﬂ))) (4.6)

Ap

+ 2(H + HQ)(AhH — ’7) + Ah(AhH ’y) < H + AhH> C;it (AhH )

Q.‘g‘
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+ (Ah(AhH — ) (—H + j:H) + H(ApH — 7)2> %m det(P)) !

wh(t.) = (AnH =) (). (4.7)

Notice that all coefficients share a common denominator

. A, L
d(t, k) = det(P) <—H + AhH) + (ApH — ) ok (4.8)

Finally, the quantity
2 (1) 2Apy + (ApH — 7))y — Apy
> det(P)
is the square of the propagation speed in the limit of k — oo.

Comparing to Eq. (3.6), it is obvious that cg(t) = c2,(t). Of course, as we have shown
above, the gauge variable ( is ill-defined around ~-crossing. That is the real cause of its
blow-up, not the fact that cg(t) < 0, as was believed previously. Consequently, we cannot
directly compare the behavior of ¢ (or v) and ¥ around 7-crossing. But we can still ask if the
imaginary sound speed associated with y-crossing in unitary gauge indicates a real physical
problem such that it spoils the Newtonian gauge evolution. What we will show is that, even
though ¥ has the same sound speed in the limit & — oo, as noted above, all macroscopic
modes propagate at a different speed cg that is real. In the remainder of this paper, we use the
term ‘macroscopic’ to refer to modes with wavelength greater than the Planck length. That
means, what looked to be a sickness in unitary gauge is not in Newtonian. As a corollary we
recover that, in general, ¢ as defined in unitary gauge to be a local perturbation to the scale
factor a(t) does not characterize the behavior of co-moving curvature modes [21]. Hence, the
criterion that ¢2 (¢) > 0 is, in general, not the proper condition for linear stability.?

Because the friction term F'(t, k) is weakly k-dependent and has no effect on stability,
as we argued above, the effective sound speed is determined by the coefficient of the ¥ term.
The fact that this coefficient includes terms o k? and oc k* implies that the sound speed
is generally k-dependent. This renders the question of linear stability in Horndeski theories
more complex than in the case of perfect-fluid type forms of stress-energy. Most importantly,
the non-trivial k-dependence in the ¥ equation (4.3) introduces two additional scales entering
the dynamics: The first scale corresponds to the wavenumber kp that divides the range of
k < kp where the homogeneous term dominates in the denominator d(¢, k) from the range
kp < k where the k-dependent term dominates:

< kp )2 _ det(P)
a (ApH —7)°
We note that this novel type of scale-dependence was previously identified in the dark-energy

literature where kp/a was dubbed the ‘braiding scale’ [5]. Interestingly, none of these two
scales have been noticed in the context of stability consideration of early-universe scenarios.

(4.9)

(4.10)

2 It has been a common claim in the literature that stability requires c2,(t) > 0; see, e.g., [5]. In reality, this
condition is necessary only if one demands strong hyperbolicity of the classical linearized equation not just
for macroscopic modes but also for wavelengths smaller than the Planck scale; see, e.g., [2]. For all practical
purposes, such a condition is too strong.
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We suspect they were overlooked because in the commonly used unitary and spatially-flat
gauges the braiding between the metric and the scalar field is not apparent due to the fact
that either the metric nor the scalar degrees of freedom are set to be non-dynamical.

The second scale, which is more important is given by the ratio

<kT>2 = %; (4.11)

a Uy

we call this scale the ‘transition scale’ because it defines the scale where the dynamics transi-
tions from being dominated by the k%-term to being dominated by the k*-term in Eq. (4.3).
In general, the two scales do not coincide. In fact, we will see that around ~y-crossing the
transition scale can lie well above the braiding scale.

To characterize the generic stability behavior around y-crossing (where |t —t,| is small),
we approximate the quantities a(t),y(t) and Ap(t) using their Taylor expansion:

v(t) = AL, (4.12)
At\P
a(At) = — .
(At) <1+t7> , (4.13)
Ap(At) = Ag + Ai(At)2. (4.14)
Here
At=t—t, (4.15)

measures the time that passed since vy-crossing ¢,; and all parameters Ag, A1, p, and 7o are
positive real constants. For clarity, we assume a slowly contracting (ekpyrotic) phase (p < 1/3)
well before the NEC-violating bounce stage (including ~-crossing at ¢, < 0), i.e., ¢ < 0 runs
towards zero. It has been shown in Ref. [18| that, for generic v-crossing, A, has to be a
function of time near v = 0, corresponding to the conformal £4 coupling. Here, for simplicity,
we chose Aj to have its minimum at v = 0. In addition, to keep all physical scales well
below the Planck scale, we require [t,| > 1;|H|,|y| < 1073; and we normalized a(t) so that
a(ty) = 1. Our choice of coefficients ensures that Ay (At) is strictly positive throughout. To
avoid strong-coupling issues related to letting Newton’s constant approach infinity, here we
will only consider values 0 < Ap(At) < 1.
To express the kinetic-matrix determinant

det(P) = Ay, (%n(@(jﬂ + %(Sq(@ —2b4)o" + 3Hb(¢)¢33) + 3(AhH - 7)2 (4.16)

as a function of Ay, H, and v, we have to fix the functional form of Ga(X,¢). We take
the most conservative approach and choose a coupling with minimum number of degrees of
freedom, i.e.,

G2(X, ¢) = k()X + q(¢)X* — V(¢); (4.17)

such that, using the background equations (2.12-2.13), we can eliminate both x(¢) and ¢(¢),

K(9))* = _2<,.Y + 3Hy + 2A,H + Ay (2H + 3H?) + A, — QV) : (4.18)

; 4 . . .. 2 .
9(9)¢" = 3 (v +9Hy +2A,H + 2AH + Aj, — sv) + gbw“ : (4.19)
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Obviously, more general forms for Ga(X, ¢) would leave us with residual degrees of free-
dom and could further ease the stability constraints. Substituting Eqs (4.18-4.19) into the
expression for det(P) yields

. . . 2
det(P) = Ay (w FOH~y + 5ARH + 24, H + 34, H? + A, — 4v) + 3(AhH - 7) . (4.20)

4.2 Analytic approximation

Even though the coefficients of Eq. (4.3) may appear to be complicated, it is actually straight-
forward to analytically approximate them and gain an intuitive understanding of the dynamics
in the vicinity of «-crossing, for details of the derivation see Appendix C. First, we note that
the kinetic-matrix determinant is nearly constant

det(P) = (—440Vp), (4.21)

and the expression for the ‘braiding scale’ is well-approximated by

—1
k(AL [(—4h) £ ( At)
~ 1+vw—1|— . 4.22
" Aop 0700 \ "7 (4.22)

Remarkably, even with Ay ~ 1, the braiding scale kg ~ 1 if (—4Vy/p) ~ 1. Parameters in
this range are typical, for example, for a slowly contracting phase before entering the bounce
stage when the scalar moves uphill a negative potential. This means, restricting our analysis
to modes with k < kg ~ 1 spans all modes with wavelengths larger than the Planck length,
i.e., all modes that can be reliably tracked using classical equations of motion. As we will see,
around ~y-crossing the transition scale typically lies well above the braiding scale. Hence, over
the range of wavelengths k& < kg ~ 1, the relevant quantity that determines stability is C%
which differs significantly from c2_; consequently, the sign of 2, is not decisive in determining
stability in early-universe scenarios involving NEC violation.?

In the limit & < kp ~ 1, the common denominator of the expressions o U, U is approx-
imately k-independent, and near y-crossing roughly constant:

d(At, k) tg(—zlevo) (1 +2 (1 - j(l)t?y) (—ff) + <3 - 22@) (—fff) (4.23)

Z(—1AVh).,
z

1

1

such that the ¥ equation (4.3) takes the simplified form
b+ F(ADT + (m(%(At) + A (ADE? — u%I(At)/#) U=0. (4.24)

Now, the coefficient term of W is given by the time-dependent expressions

A
m3(At) =~ —QPI; : (4.25)

3 Note that this situation is substantially different from applications of Horndeski theories to explain dark
energy in the late universe. In this case kg is order of the horizon scale rather than the Planck scale. The
modes of interests are on subhorizon wavelengths k > kp where the effective sound speed is ¢ so the sign
of ¢, is decisive in determining stability.
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2 x 1061 Ci,(t)

-2 x 1081
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Figure 1: Evolution of ¢2, around 7-crossing as a function of time for the parameter values
given in the caption of Figure 2. The time coordinate is given in reduced Planck units; the
y-axis has dimensionless units. The ~v-crossing point is at ¢ = 0. Notice that, even though
|2 | < 1 around y-crossing in this example, the true effective sound speed c?.; is generally
much greater than |c2,| and can be of order one.

12

& (At) (_41‘/0) <1 — 221&% (-At>) ((—41/0)c§o(t) - 270) (4.26)
2 ’}/ot% At
T =) (“Au—tv)) 0
A A A 2 A
cacr (1) (-2(-7)) (,, s <—t:>>

240 p Yot At ( A 2( At>>
+ l+p+——2 1—2—¢2(——
(—4Vp) (—t5)? ( P4 (=) Ay T\t

_l’_

24 (1—p) Yty At
(—4V0) (_t7)2 Ao (_tv) ’
9 - Ay "YOt?y At 262
ugr(At) ~ Cavo)p <p+ A (—t7)> = (1). (4.27)

where c2_(At) can be approximated as

2
A (At) ~ (_ZOVO) (—1+3ﬁ;(—t7)2 <it> ) ~ —(_Z%. (4.28)

We note that, keeping only terms up to second order in At/t,, differential equations of the
form (4.24) are analytically solvable; the solutions are ‘parabolic cylinder’ or ‘Weber-Hermite
functions.” More importantly, though, we can read of the dynamical behavior of the modes
from the approximate coefficient expressions:

The term in Eq. (4.24) relevant for the stability analysis near 7-crossing is the one
proportional to W. The friction term F' is nearly k-independent around ~y-crossing, and so has
no bearing on stability, as shown above. Also note that c% > 0 is greater than |u§{\ as can be
seen from Eqs. (4.26-4.27). Given that, the coefficient of ¥ suggests three different regimes
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0 20 40 t 60

Figure 2: Numerical solution of Eq. (4.3) for the modes ¥}, as a function of time correspond-
ing to the background around 7-crossing as described in Eqs. (4.14-4.12) for the wave-numbers
k = 0.01 (blue curve), k = 0.1 (orange curve), k = 2 (green curve), and k = 10 (red curve);
and the parameters t, = —100,p = 1/10,4¢ = 1073, A1 = 2/10,Vp = —5 x 1073, and
70 = 1075, The z-axis has reduced Planck units and the y-axis has dimensionless units. The
graph verifies that all modes pass through ~y-crossing undisturbed.

of behavior: (i.) k < ky = mo/cs; (ii.) ky < k < kp = ¢g/upy; and (iii.) k7 < k each of
which is associated with a different dynamics:

i. if £ < kj, the evolution of the modes is determined by the homogeneous mass term
m3(t). It defines the so-called ‘Jeans scale.” Since m3(t) < 0, these ultra-long wave-
length modes experience some growth around ~-crossing. But no significant growth can
develop since the typical timescale for it to arise is given by 1/|mg| 2 O(1000) (Planck
times) that is much longer than the time-scale of y-crossing which is ~ 2|At| ~ O(10).

ii. if ky < k < k7, the modes propagate at the speed cg. It is clear from Eq. (4.26) that
C% > 0 for all times At: Intriguingly, the 2+ contribution in the first line of Eq. (4.26)
compensates for the negative term o< c2, (—4Vpc2 (t) + 270 =~ Yo > 0) and, manifestly,
the remaining terms together also give a positive contribution. That means, all modes
in this regime exhibit an oscillatory behavior. No instability arises.

iii. if k7 < k, the evolution of the modes is determined by ¢2 . Since it is negative around -
crossing, modes will grow exponentially according to the classical equations. However,
all these modes have wavelengths smaller than the Planck scale. For example, near
~-crossing (At ~ 0), the transition scale is approximately given by

"Tzcszz\/(_v“) <2A1 +p+2>. (4.29)

a  ug A Y0 P

Note that the transition scale k7 > kp ~ 2+/(—Vo/(Aop).

To verify our analytic estimates, we numerically solve Eq. (4.3) for ¥, assuming ini-
tial conditions that are common after a long smoothing phase such as ekpyrosis, i.e., ¥g =
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Figure 3: Comparison of solutions for W(¢, k = 1) for the exact coefficients (continuous blue
curve) as given in Eqs. (4.5-4.7) and the analytic approximation (dashed orange curve) as
given in Eqgs. (4.25-4.27). The x-axis has reduced Planck units and the y-axis has dimen-
sionless units. The parameters are the same as given in the caption of Figure 2. The graph
demonstartes that for the range |At| ~ 20 the exact solution and the analytic approximation
are in excellent agreement even at k = 1.

1075, ¥y = 107°. The results are given in Figure 2. Notably, even though the Taylor ap-
proximation is designed only to describe the behavior for At/t, < 1, the numerical analysis
proves that all & < O(10) are well-behaved throughout the time when ¢2, < 0. Outside of
this region, i.e. when ¢ > 0, it is straightforward to avoid any instability, as has been shown
in Refs. [17, 18]. From Figure 3, one can see that the analytic approximation is in excellent
agreement with the numerical result for the time range |At| < 20.

5 Discussion

In this paper, we have argued that it is possible to construct non-singular cosmological so-
lutions that admit a NEC-violating bounce (or genesis) stage and reduce to Einstein gravity
both before and after the NEC-violation without producing any pathologies. The key was to
show that the evolution all modes with macroscopic wavelengths, i.e., wavelengths above the
Planck length, is determined by an effective sound speed cg that stays real throughout.

Our finding is a result of a combination of different steps:

- as our starting point, we heavily relied on Refs. [17, 18] that identified the ~-crossing
point as the only source of complications, where ~y-crossing can occur arbitrarily long
before or after the NEC-violating bounce (or genesis) stage;

- we demonstrated that the apparent divergence around v-crossing found in earlier calcu-
lations is actually a coordinate singularity of the commonly used unitary and spatially-
flat gauges that were also utilized in deriving all the no-go theorems;

- we showed that the Newtonian gauge is the unique algebraic gauge that avoids the
coordinate singularity around ~y-crossing;

- performing the stability analysis in Newtonian gauge, we found that braiding between
the metric and the scalar field leads to a dynamical equation for the Bardeen poten-
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tials with k-dependent sound speed. The fact that the k%-term has the correct sign for
stability is especially noteworthy. In particular, it is a significant improvement to the
commonly considered NEC-violating P(X, ¢) theories, also called ‘ghost condensate,’
where the term oc k% immediately becomes imaginary upon entering NEC violation and
remains so throughout the NEC-violating phase (C% ~—H < 0), preventing macro-
scopic modes on subhorizon scales from passing through safely.

Our work opens up several avenues for future work. To mention only a few:

- it will be interesting to see how our results affect stability in NEC-violating multifield
bouncing (or genesis) scenarios and whether it has implications for wormhole solutions.
In particular, it is necessary to revisit the no-go theorems in Refs. [1, 25| that utilized
the unitary and spatially-flat gauges;

- similarly, it will be important to perform a careful computation of the strong coupling
and cut-off scales around -crossing. Commonly, such analyses are based on computing
the third-order action in unitary or spatially-flat gauges but, as we have shown, those
gauges suffer from a coordinate singularity around v = 0. Here, we note that our
solutions avoid the usual problem encountered in strong-coupling analyses: namely we
find that cg need not be particularly small at any point during the evolution including
~-crossing. For example, using Eq. (4.26), we can approximate the value of the effective
sound speed around v = 0,

Aip
cg ™ 4| —————, 5.1
(2v) o)
where for typical values of Vo ~ O(1073), A1 ~ O(1073) and p < 1/3, cg ~ O(1071).
We also note that, since ~y-crossing can occur arbitrary long before NEC violation,
i.e., at any energy density scale ~ H?, it can be chosen to accommodate any cut-off
constraints;

- finally, since «y-crossing is a generic feature of all non-singular cosmological solutions that
reduce to Einstein gravity both before and after the NEC-violating bounce (or genesis)
stage, it will be important to see whether y-crossing has distinguishing observational
consequences that could confirm or eliminate these theories empirically.
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A Linearized conformally-coupled £, Horndeski without gauge fixing

Here, we derive the non-gauge fixed, linearized Einstein equations (2.17-2.20) corresponding
to the conformally-coupled £4 Horndeski action as given in Eq. (2.8) for the scalar gauge
variables «, 3,1, €, and 7 specified in Eq. (2.16).

In terms of these gauge variables, the linearized Einstein tensor 6GY is

2

5GY = 2 <3H (¢ + Ha) — %(w + Ha)> : (A.1)

5G0 = 2 (—¢—Ha) y (A.2)
; ) . 9 1Vv2 . o S\ o
5Gi = 2 Ha+<2H+3H )a+§¥(a7wfofHU)+w+3Hw 5

- <a—¢—d—Ha)k'5ik, (A.3)
b ]
and the linearized stress—energy tensor 67} is

5Ty = 2 <;G2,X¢2 + (;GZ,XX - b,¢> ¢* + 6b(¢) H$® — BH?G4(¢) — 3HG47¢¢5> o (A4)

2 2
= 2(Gu( - U + 36100) (30 7 )+ 26u0) T

- (Gg,xg& + (Gaxx —2b,4)¢° + 9b(¢) H? — 3G4,¢H) o — (Gw - b(qs)giﬂ) v;”
+ (GM — Gaxpd® — 3boH® + %b,¢>¢¢4 +3HG 1,990 + 3H204,¢> =

019 =2 (GO + §Gasd— 0O ) a+ Cati — 3 (Gag =) 7) (A9
— ((Gax + Gags) 6 — GagH + 300 HE — byd*) i |

5T! = 25;1{ - <G4(¢)H + 5Cagh ;b(¢)<;53) a (A.6)

- <G4(¢) (201 +302) + (%GQ,X + Gy )8 = byd' + G (64 2H8) — 2b(¢)¢'¢2> a
~GA(8)( + BH) — Gaghid + 5 (Gag — b(6)8?) (i + 3H7)
(Ga,x + 2Gi,09) & — GugH — 246" — () (26— 3H) )

G~ b’ — *b¢¢¢ + Ga,9000” + Gago <¢+2H¢) +G4¢(2H+3H2)>

l\.')\r—‘ M\»—t[\:)\r—t
/\/—\

(G4(¢) (@ —1)— & — Ho)+ Gay (n—@;))}

+ 6““{G4(¢) (00—t —6— Ho) + Gay <n - @7) }

7k“‘7
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Combining these expressions, the linearized Einstein equations for a single Fourier mode

with wavenumber k take the following form:

<3(1 + Gu(9))H? - %Gz,xé52 - %(szx —2bg) 0" — 6b(¢)HG® + 3HG47¢¢.5> o
2

2
# (0 Ga@) - 0001 + 360 ) (30 4+ o) + (14 culo) S

k‘2

+ % (Goxd + (Gaxx = 20,6) 8 + Ob($) HY? — 3G gH ) 7t — % (Gap — b(0)6?) 5

a

1 . . 1 . .
-3 (Gw — Go,xp9” — 3bsHe® + ib,¢¢¢4 + 3HG 4 pp0 + 3H2G47¢> =0,

((1+Gato+ %G4,¢<z'> - U ) ak (14 Galo) )

5 (Cao—()8) 7~ 1 ((Cox + Cag) & — GagH + 30 HF ~byd) m =0,

(14 Ga(6)) (a - — 6 — Ho) + Gag (ﬂ—(l)a) —0
1+ Ga(p)H + %04,@ ~ ;b(¢)¢33> a
.
(U4 GaONG + (30 + Ga@)H +Gagd) b — 3 (Gao — b)) (5 + 38H)

_ % <(G27X +2Ga40) & — GagH — 2b,30° — b(9) (245 - 3H‘i’> ¢‘>) T

(@ +cuo)
<(1 + G4(9)) (2H + 3H2> + (%ng + G47¢¢> gf')2 — b’¢¢4 + G4,¢ (Qf) + 2H(;5> — Qb(qb)gbd)Z) «

(A.7)

(A.8)

(A.9)

(A.10)

1 e 1 . . . . )
— 3 (G2,¢ — b,¢¢2¢ - §b7¢¢¢>4 + G4,¢¢¢¢2 + G0 <¢ + 2H¢) + Ga(2H + 3H2)> T=0.

Here, Eq. (A.7) is the linearized Hamiltonian constraint; Eq. (A.8) is the linearized momen-
tum constraint; Eq. (A.9) is the linearized anisotropy constraint; and we used Eq. (A.9) to
eliminate the k-dependence in the diagonal part of the linearized pressure equation (A.10).
The equations significantly simplify if we substitute the field perturbation 7 by du =
—m/ é. Note that working with du, we constrain our analysis to b # 0. But we can do this

without loss of generality since in the vicinity of y-crossing gi) #= 0.

(304 Galo) 1 - §Gaxd? — § (Guxx — 20,)3" — WO + 3HG1 )

2

2
+ <(1 + Ga(¢))H — %b(qs)()&?’ + ;G47¢¢S> <3¢ + ];20> +(1+ G4(¢))%w

(A.11)

. ] . )
- 1 (G2X¢2+ (GQXX —2b¢)¢4+9b(¢)H¢)3 3G4¢¢H) S+ = (G4,¢¢—b(¢)¢3> %(ﬁt

<G2 X(Z5 + (G2 XX — 2b,¢)¢3 + gb((ﬁ)H(ZBQ — 3Gy ¢H) g.é.éu

(G2¢—ng¢d) —3b¢H(Z) + b¢¢¢ —|—3HG4¢¢¢+3H G4¢>(Z)5U—0

~93 -

2
1
2
( (1 + Ga(8)) H + 3G - ;bw)q&?’) @+ (14 Ga(@) ¥ + 5 (Gupd — b(9)d*) di

(A.12)



+ % <<G4,¢ - b(¢)¢2> ¢'§+ (G2,X + G4,¢¢) ¢.52 — G47¢¢.)H + 3b(¢)H¢33 _ b7¢¢.$4> Su=0,

(1+Ga(9)) (@ = — 6 — Ho) = Gapgp (Su+0), (A.13)
< (1+ G4(¢)H + G4 P — b((p)q’s?’) a (A.14)
- < (1+Galo 2H + 3H2> + (§G2,X + G4,¢¢> ¢? —b 4" + Gug <¢> + 2H¢) - 2b(¢)€5<52> a

+

(1+Ga(@)d + ( (1+ Ga() H + Gagd) v+ . 5 (Guod = b0(0)°) i
+ <2G2 x + Gy ¢¢) ¢ + Gap0 + GupdH — b 4o — zb(qs)éq's?) &

+ 5 (Gag — b(0)8) Gou+ 5 ((G2 X+ 8Gug5) &+ 2Ga s H = 246" — 20(6)d6 ) dou

w\»—tw\)—n/—\

(G2¢—b¢¢ gf)— b¢¢¢ +G4¢¢¢¢ —|—2G4¢¢¢H—|—G4¢(2H—|—3H2)> gz%éu:O.

Note that the coefficient of qﬁéu in the pressure equation (second to last term in Eq. (A.14))
includes a triple time derivative ¢. This can be eliminated by rewriting the coefficient of ¢pdu
term in Eq. (A.14) using the second Friedman equation and its time derivative:

(Gas = b(0)8%) 6 + ((Gax +3Gia00) &+ 2HG — 246" —26(0)9d) b= (A15)
= —2A,H - 2A,H + 3H <G4,<;s<?5 — b(¢)$°d — b,¢>¢4> + <b,¢>¢>¢4 — G x¢9* — G4,¢¢¢¢2> ¢
- (Gz,x + Go,xx 3 — 3byd? + 6Hb(¢)¢3> ¢ + Gupsd*H + H <G4,¢<l'5 - 3b(¢)¢33) .

The coefficient can be further simplified using the scalar-field equation (2.14):
= 241 = 240 H + 3H (Gaps0? + Gupd — b(0)6 — byd" + GagdH)  (A16)
+ (Gno = Gawad? + ghaot' = (Ganx + Gaxxd? — 2,02 + 6110)3) )
+3H (04,¢ _ b(¢)¢'>2) b=—2 (AhH + AnH + 3AhHH> .
Then Eq. (A.14) can be replaced by
(04 GuloN I + 3610d - 300)5*) @ (A17)
+ ((1 +Gu(0) (2 +38) + (5Gox + G4,¢¢)¢2 —bodt + Gag (6+2H0) - 2b(¢)gz;¢'>2> a
(4 GaONG + (30 + Gal@)H + Gagd) b+ 1 (Gagd — 0(6)) i
+ <<;G2,X + G4,¢<z>> 0° + Gup0 + GupdH — b o' — 20(0) 90 ) 0t

- (AhH+ ApH + 3AhHH> Su=0.
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B Conformally-coupled £, Horndeski in harmonic gauge

Here, we derive the linearized Einstein equations in the harmonic gauge corresponding to the
conformally-coupled £4 Horndeski action specified in Eq. (2.8) and show that this gauge is
well-behaved in the vicinity of and at the y-crossing point (v = 0). This confirms our results
obtained in the Newtonian gauge.

The harmonic gauge [13, 32| is defined as the foliation where the corresponding coordi-

nates obey the condition
Ozt =0. (B.1)

A corollary is that, in harmonic gauge, the Christoffel symbols I'f,, must satisfy the constraint
gy, =0. (B.2)

Using the harmonic time coordinate 7 that satisfies the gauge condition in Eq. (B.1),
the FRW line element takes the form

ds? = —a®(7)dr? + a®(7)8;;da’da’ | (B.3)

and the homogeneous background equations read as

1 ¢/4 (Z)/S
3H? = —a®Ga(X, ) + Go x (X, )¢ — 3b0(@) 5 +3H(P) 5
— 3GasHY — 3Ga()H2, (B4)
/2
—2H" = 2a°Gy(X, ¢) — Go.x (X, ¢)¢"* — b(gb)%gb" + 2G4 g HY' + it
+ Gupd + 2Ga($)H' . (B.5)

Here prime denotes the derivative with respect to harmonic time 7. The harmonic time coor-

dinate is related to the physical time coordinate ¢ via dt = a®(7)dr and the harmonic Hubble

parameter () is related to the physical Hubble parameter H(t) via H(t) = H(7)/a(T).
The evolution equation for the homogeneous scalar ¢(t) is given by

¢/2 / ¢/3 ¢/2
<G2,X + (GQ,XX — 2b,¢) E + 6b7‘[a6> — 37{5 (GQ,XX — 2b7¢) + 3b¥ (7‘[’ — 67‘[2) =
6 1 ¢/2 /2 / 2
=a G2,¢ — G27x¢ — §b7¢¢¥ P+ 3G4,¢ (H —H ) . (B.6)

Further, using the harmonic time coordinate 7, the linearized line element with scalar
perturbations takes the form

ds* = —a6(7')(1 + 2()¢)d7‘2 + 2a*(1)9; Bdrda’ + a®(7) ((1 = 2¢)6;5 + 20;05¢) dzldz?, (B.7)

and the linearized harmonic gauge constraint as given in Eq. (B.2) translates into two first-
order partial differential equations

o +3¢ +k* (€ —a®B) =0, (B.8)
(a®8) +a* (a — 4 + k%) = 0. (B.9)

Notably, the harmonic gauge conditions promote the lapse and shift perturbations to dynam-
ical variables, and hence, the harmonic gauge is a differential gauge.
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Rewriting Eqs. (A.7-A.10) in terms of the harmonic time coordinate 7, the linearized
Einstein equations for a single Fourier mode with wavenumber k take the following form:

2 1 12 1 ¢/4 ¢/3
(3(1 + Ga(¢))H* — fGQ,qu - 5(GMX 20 ¢)— — 6b(P)H— + 3HG, ¢¢> a(B.10)
1 ¢? 1 21 2
(1+ Ga(@)H = 300) %5 + 3Gt ) K2E = a®8)
1 ¢I3 1 / 2 4
2b(¢>) + G4v¢¢> 3¢ + (14 Ga(9)) K a'y

¢l3 2 ¢/2
<G2 X¢ + (Gg xx —2b ¢)f + 9b(¢)7‘[* — 3Gy ¢H> i (G4’¢ b(¢) ) kot

6 o d)/?) 1 ¢/4
— G2¢*ng¢¢ — 3b, /H7+ b¢¢f+3HG4¢¢¢) + 3H? G4¢ T=0,

/3
(1+ Gal@)H + 3Guad — 00) % ) @+ (14 Gate) ! (B.11)
b @) 7 = L (G + Gase) & — Guot+ 3oL —5, 2 ) =0
3 (Gae = 0(0) 5 | m — 5 ((Gox + Gagp) ' — Gag (OH 5 —by g )m=0,
(14 Ga(9)) (a'(a = ¥) = (' = a?B)') + Gy (a'm = &'(¢ — a?8)) =0 (B.12)
13
(1+G4 NH + G4,¢¢ —fb(¢)¢ >a + (14 Ga(9)) (2H = 3H?) « (B.13)

¢/4 ¢/2
(< Ga.x + G4,¢¢> ¢? — b,qs* —2b(¢) (¢" — 3H¢) =+ G (¢ — H¢/)> e’
/2
b4 GO +Gagdd! — 3 (Gog—00) 55 ) o
/3
((sz + 2G4 49) ¢ — GagHM — 2b¢,¢)6 —b(9) (2¢" — IHY') ¢6> '

¢/2 ¢l4
<G6G27¢ — b@g (¢H — 3H¢/) — ib’d)d)ﬁ + G47¢(2,H/ — 37‘[2)) ™

[ — N —= N

5 (Gagood® + Gags (¢ — H)) m =

As before, Eq. (B.10) is the linearized Hamiltonian constraint; Eq. (B.11) is the linearized
momentum constraint; Eq. (B.12) is the linearized anisotropy equation; and Eq. (B.13) is the
linearized pressure equation.

In harmonic gauge, the linearized scalar-field equation is

¢/3 ¢/2
<G2 x® + (Gaxx —2b ¢) — +9(P)H— — 3Gy qﬂ'l) (B.14)
¢/2 ¢/4
+ <2G2,X¢// + Ga, x99 + Gaxx (5¢” — 12H¢ ) — t(G2,xxp — 2bgp) > a
" ¢7/4 " 2 41 //ﬂ/_ "o /ﬁ
+ | Goxxx (8" = 3HY) —35 +126(9) (2H" — 61°¢" + H'¢') —5 =84 (6" = 3HY) 5 | a

/2 2
+6Gug (H' = H)a+a <G4 ¢ b(‘ﬁ)i > 2T <b(¢)i -Gy ¢>> E* (€ — a®B)
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/

2
+ (Gg,xcﬁ’ +b(o) (2¢” — 37—[<;5’) % — G4,¢,H> k> (e’ — azﬁ) +3 (b(qﬁ)iG = G4,¢> P

2 /
- 2a6G4,¢%¢ +3 (GQ, x¢' +b(¢) (29" — 3H¢') % — 3G4,¢H> Y’
2

/2 /
- (GQ,X + (Goxx — 2by) ﬂ + 6b(e)HE > " (d8Gox + 20(0) (6" — HY)) ’iﬂ

/ /3
- <G2,X¢¢/ + 3Ga,xx (¢" 3'H¢) ¢ + G2 xx9” + Goxxx (¢ 3H¢) ¢ > u

b / 13
- (65;? (H0" — 6H20) + H &) — 2D (20" — 9o 5 — 2b 307 ) "

2
+ <GGG2,¢¢ — G, x40" = Ga,xp60” — (Ga,x x4 — 2b,49) (¢" — 3HY) o ) m
" 2 4/ Y ﬂ/ 1 ¢7/4 6 2 / _
— 3b7¢ (27‘[({5 —6H"p —|—37—[¢) 46 — Qb’¢¢¢a6 + 3a G47¢¢ (7‘[ —7‘[) T=0.

Again, only three of the five field equations are independent. But, together with the
gauge conditions in Egs. (B.8) and (B.9), the linearized Einstein equations form a complete
set of five independent dynamical equations that fully determine the evolution of scalar per-
turbations.

As above, the linearized equations further simplify if we perform the variable change
7 = —¢'du. (Again, we can do this without loss of generality since in the vicinity of 7-
crossing ¢ # 0.) The following five equations form a closed system for the five scalar variables
a, 8,1, €, and du:

- (RK F3AH? — GHQ)a FGR2(e' — a2B) + 3Gy + Apk2aty (B.15)
- (RK +3H(ARH — g))au' . (Ah(T)H(T) . Q(T)>k2a45u —3G(7) (H' — 3H2) 6u =0,

At = (AH = G)du' = ~Ga+ Ay, (H' = 3H?) ou, (B.16)

An(r)(a*(a = 9) = (¢ = a?8)') = Ay (r) (a*du + (¢ — a?)) | (B.17)

o + 3¢ + k(¢ —a®8) =0, (B.18)

(a28)" +a* (a — ¥ + k%) = 0. (B.19)

Here, we introduced the harmonic coefficient functions
Ap(T) = 14 Gu(9), (B.20)

_ 1,80 1,
G(r) = (1+ Ga(@)H(r) = 5b(6) S5 + 3G (7). (B.21)

1 ” 1 ¢"(7) ¢"(7)
= - = —2b b B.22
Ric(7) = 5Gax@(7) + 5 (Goxx = 2bg) gy +3(OHU(T) 5050 (B22)
where Ay (1) = Ap(t); G(7) = a®(t)v(t); and Rx (1) = ab(t)px (t). Obviously, v =0 iff G =0
and, hence, we call G = 0 ‘“y-crossing’ as well.
To show that the system is non-singular in the vicinity of y-crossing, we write it as a
matrix equation

2

P(r)y'(r,%x) = Q(7)y(T, %), (B.23)
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where y7 = (a a?B 1 € Z 6u) and the kinetic matrix is given by

0030 0 —(Rx+3H(AH-G))
00 A,0 0 —(AH - G)
o4 0 0-4, 0
PO=100 01 o0 0 (B.24)
10 30 0 0
01 00 0 0

The auxiliary variable = = €’ is needed to reduce the order of derivatives and make the system
linear in all perturbation variables. The determinant of the kinetic coefficient matrix

det P(7) = A (AR +3(AH — G)°) = Ay det P(t) (B.25)

is non-zero iff the determinant of the kinetic matrix P(t) corresponding to the Newtonian-
gauge equations (3.12-3.14) is non-zero, provided Ay # 0. In particular, the system is non-
singular in the vicinity of and at «-crossing.

We note that the use of harmonic gauge for studying the stability of certain Horndeski
theories was previously considered in Ref. [4]. However, it is important pedagogically to point
out some flaws in their reasoning and analysis.

First, the authors state that the harmonic gauge is needed to address a coordinate
singularity near H = 0 (the bounce point). This is incorrect: as demonstrated in this paper,
the evolution at H = 0 is generically well-behaved in conventional algebraic gauges (unitary,
spatially flat, Newtonian, and synchronous) in braided theories. This is true for the special
L3 theories analyzed in Ref. [4], and, as shown in this paper, in general £3 and conformally-
coupled L4 theories. The key point, first made in Ref. [17], is that braiding produces a blow-up
at y-crossing (v = 0), which occurs at a different time than the bounce (% = 0). Notably, v
crossing can be moved arbitrarily far from H = 0 (as measured by time or field value). That
is, the blow-up that is in reality a coordinate singularity (as was shown in the present paper)
is not associated with the bounce but with a different phenomenon in Horndeski theories. In
particular, in the algebraic gauges, o ~ 1/y and 0 ~ 1/4? at H = 0. That means, both the
lapse and the shear (or shift) perturbations are generically non-singular in braided theories.

Second, in braided theories, the quantity labeled R in Ref. [4] is not, as the authors
describe, the co-moving curvature perturbation, a pointed out in Ref. [21] and also emphasized
here. Hence, its behavior at y-crossing does not directly inform us about the gravitational
stability of the theory.

Third, the numerical solutions on which the authors base their conclusions (especially
Fig. 5) are inconclusive because it is not clear how sensitive the results are to initial conditions.
(We note that the caption refers to results for two different “gauge conditions” where each
is specified by fixing four different gauge variables. Of course, a gauge choice fixes only two
degrees of freedom; this adds further confusion about what the numerical experiments test.)

Fourth, they are claiming all solutions to the second-order differential equation have
R’ = 0 at y-crossing. The second-order equation is derived in unitary gauge. But as a
second-order differential equation it must have a second solution. If they are throwing it out
because this gives a singular contribution — that is not justified. Rather, they have to go to
a gauge that gives good behavior.

Finally, Fig. 6, which is meant to be the key to the authors’ proof of the stability of L3
Horndeski bounces, is confusing. The caption suggests the six panels represent calculations in
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two different gauges. The fact that R is the same in the Panel f is supposed to be the proof
that the stabile behavior is gauge-invariant. But there are a number of concerns about this
figure. First, it claims two gauges but the caption actually describes two initial conditions,
as noted above. Indeed, the first five panels show two solutions consistent with having two
different initial conditions. When it comes to Panel f, though, it appears to be only one
curve and it is not clear what it represents. It is evident (assuming ®(¢) represents the scalar
field) that combining 1 in Panel 6¢ and ® in Panel 6e would give two different values of R.
So it is not clear what Panel 6f represents and, hence, what it is proved by it. If it really
were overlapping results of unitary and harmonic gauge calculations, then the unitary result
would have to show bad behavior at y-crossing (as noted above), which is not observed.

C Approximating the coefficients of the V-equation (4.3) in the vicinity of
y-crossing

The goal of this Appendix is to show that the behavior of ¥ at ~-crossing can be well-
approximated analytically and shown to be well-behaved for wave-numbers below the braiding
scale as given in Eq. (4.22), k < kp < 1. More exactly, we derive the coefficients of Eq. (4.3)
that we use to analytically approximate the solutions of the U-equation (4.3) in the vicinity
of t = t, where t, is the time of y-crossing (y(t,) = 0).

To describe the background, we expand H, Ap, and ~ around ~-crossing as given in
Egs. (4.14-4.12). In addition, to keep all physical scales well below the Planck scale, we
require

iyl > 1, (C.1)
|H| ~ p/lt,| $107%, (C.2)
| ~ yolAt] <1073 (C.3)

and we normalize a(t) so that a(t,) = 1. As above, At = t — t, indicates the time since
~v-crossing, i.e., At = 0 at v = 0. In this Appendix, the goal is to approximate the behavior
of ¥ for a small interval of time around ¢, to show that the solution is well-behaved at
gamma-crossing; for this purpose, we can consider

At

o

<1 (C.4)

Note in particular that, in a bouncing scenario where 7-crossing occurs well before (or after)
the bounce (H = 0), our approximation for the background in Eqs. (4.14-4.12) and (C.4)
applies near v-crossing but does not extend all the the way to the bounce where |At/t,| = 1.
(Our earlier analysis in Ref. [18] already showed that the theory is perturbatively stable
during the entire NEC-violating bounce stage and everywhere else other than in the vicinity
of v = 0; so in this paper we only need to focus on ~-crossing.)
First, we show that for k¥ < kp both det(P) and the denominator of the friction-term
o U and mass-term oc ¥ coefficients,
( . Ay ) 2 2
d(t,k) = det(P) | —H + 2t H | + (AhH . 7> L (C.5)
Ah a?
are nearly constant and the total coefficient of the friction term F'(¢, k) in Eq. (4.3) is nearly
independent of k. Obviously, for arbitrary parameters Ao, A1,t,, and p, the sign of d(t, k) is
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not fixed because the term —H + (A, /Ap)H can be positive or negative. For simplicity of the
analysis, in particular to avoid any artificial divergence of the “friction term’ < ¥ and ‘mass-
term’ oc ¥ coefficients in Eq. (4.3), we only consider cases where d > 0 for all k. Together
with the no-ghost condition (det(P) > 0), this imposes the constraint

B ST 0, (C.6)
Ap
1.€.,
A 2
A—Ot < 3. (C.7)

For example, we can assume (Al/Ao)t% ~ O(1) < 3. We stress, though, that the positivity
constraint d > 0 is not necessary. We only require it because it makes the stability analysis
more straightforward.

With the conditions in Egs. (C.1-C.4) and (C.6), the expression for the kinetic matrix
determinant can now be approximated as follows.

. . . 2
det(P) = Ay, ("y + A — AV + 9H~ + 5A,H + 24, H + 3AhH2> + 3(AhH - 7> (C.8)

3 At
2A0< 4V()+2A1+fyo—2Ap(tp) (970+10A1)< - >>
5 ¥

~ —4140‘/0 .

Here, we assume that, in the vicinity of ~-crossing, the potential is well-approximated by
V ~ Vo ~ O(—1073) < 0 (where Vj = constant). This would be the case, for example, when
~-crossing occurs near the end of an ekpyrotic smoothing phase. To simplify the calculation,
we can also assume —4Vy > Aj,7. (Again, the calculation can be easily generalized to
different constellations of parameter values.)

We simplify the expression for the denominator d and the friction F' in a similar way:

d(At) ~ t%(—éleVo) (1 +2 <1 - j; ) <—ff) + (3 - 211) ) <-f)2> (C.9)
~ S (—4A0Vh).

2

F(At) ~ ; <<1 - j; ) (1 —3Af> (6 511)# +5 (jl >2> (ff)Q) (C.10)

The fact that the friction term F'(¢, k) is nearly k-independent above the braiding scale reduces
its effect to a mere change in the time coordinate and, hence, does not affect linear stability.
Finally, to simplify the term o ¥ in Eq. (4.3), we use the following approximations:

Ao 70152( At>
AH — vy~ — +—"(-=)], C.11
Ly (p 4\ (C.11)
d Ay Yt [ At
AH —~)? ~2 = 12
AT =) =2 <p+ o t)) (c.12)
Ay, D A, [ At At 2
—H+2tH~ 2 14252 = 1
+ 2 t2<+A0t<7+< m) , (C13)
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o (i o) a2 () (1- (-2)) ca

to simplify our analytic expressions, we choose 'yotgf /Ao ~ O(1). As exact numerical solu-
tions show, our conclusions apply to a much wider range of parameters. Substituting these
approximations into Eqs. (4.5-4.7) and keeping only terms up to second order in t/t, yields
the coefficient expressions given in Eqs. (4.25-4.27).
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