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Abstract. The accelerated expansion of the universe demands presence of an exotic matter,
namely the dark energy. Though the cosmological constant fits this role very well, a scalar
field minimally coupled to gravity, or quintessence, can also be considered as a viable alternative
for the cosmological constant. We study f(R) gravity models which can lead to an effective
description of dark energy implemented by quintessence fields in Einstein gravity, using
the Einstein frame-Jordan frame duality. For a family of viable quintessence models, the
reconstruction of the f(R) function in the Jordan frame consists of two parts. We first
obtain a perturbative solution of f(R) in the Jordan frame, applicable near the present
epoch. Second, we obtain an asymptotic solution for f(R), consistent with the late time
limit of the Einstein frame if the quintessence field drives the universe. We show that for
certain class of viable quintessence models, the Jordan frame universe grows to a maximum
finite size, after which it begins to collapse back. Thus, there is a possibility that in the
late time limit where the Einstein frame universe continues to expand, the Jordan frame
universe collapses. The condition for this expansion-collapse duality is then generalized to
time varying equations of state models, taking into account the presence of non-relativistic
matter or any other component in the Einstein frame universe. This mapping between an
expanding geometry and a collapsing geometry at the field equation level may have interesting
potential implications on the growth of perturbations therein at late times.
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1 Introduction

Observational evidence shows that currently the universe is going through a phase of accelerated
expansion [1, 2]. This observation necessitates the existence of an exotic fluid that violates the
‘Strong Energy Condition’ [3–5], referred to as the dark energy (DE) [6–8]. The cosmological
constant (Λ) model is the simplest implementation of dark energy in Einstein’s general theory
of relativity [7, 9, 10]. The ΛCDM (Λ plus Cold Dark Matter) model is also consistent with
observations [11–16], it is in fact the simplest and most widely used model to describe dark
energy. The energy density contributed by Λ is conventionally associated with the energy
density of vacuum. From a theoretical point of view, the Lagrangian for the cosmological
constant model, i.e., the Einstein-Hilbert action with an added constant (L ∼ √−g(R−2Λ)),
has somewhat a unique status, as in 1 + 3 dimensional spacetime it is arguably the simplest
generally covariant Lagrangian, that leads to second order equations of motion [17, 18].
The energy density corresponding to Λ does not vary with the scale factor of the universe
and the equation of state parameter (w = P/ρ, where P, ρ are pressure and energy density
respectively) associated with Λ is precisely a constant, wΛ = −1. Although wDE = −1 is
consistent with observations, deviation from this value is not completely ruled out. Apart
from this, the cosmological constant model suffers from the fine tuning problem [7, 9, 10].
For example, a naive estimate of the vacuum energy density of quantum fields, integrated
up to the Planck length cut off, can be given as ρvacuum ∼ ~k4

Planck ∼ 1074GeV4, whereas,
observations predict the energy density of the cosmological constant to be ρΛ ∼ 10−47GeV4,
which has a huge discrepancy of the order of 121 with the theoretical estimate. This
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discrepancy can only be rectified by fine tuning ρvacuum, which is one of the shortcomings of
the ΛCDM model [7, 9, 10]. It has also been pointed out that a higher value of the Λ would
make dark energy take over the matter energy density (ρm) at an early epoch. If this would
have happened at a sufficiently early time, the accelerating expansion could have prevented
the possibility of structure formations in the universe. The cosmological constant is needed
to be fine tuned even in the very early universe, such that the dark energy-matter equality
(ρΛ/ρm ∼ O(1)) occurs during the current epoch.

To overcome these problems with the cosmological constant, several dynamical models of
dark energy have been proposed. Unlike the cosmological constant model, a time-dependent
model of dark energy can be fitted with the observations from the current accelerating
phase, where it really makes the impact. A scalar field minimally coupled to gravity, or
quintessence, was introduced to provide a simple dynamical description of dark energy (see,
for example, [19–31]). The potential (V ) of the quintessence field (ϕ) can be set up to be
sufficiently flat during the current epoch, such that the kinetic term of the field becomes
negligible (∂µϕ ∼ 0). This makes the equation of state parameter of the field, wϕ → −1,
hence the quintessence field mimics the cosmological constant model at the current epoch
(see [6–8] and their references for detailed review).

There is also the possibility that an explanation for dark energy might arise from the
outside of Einstein’s gravity framework. A simple form of such extended gravity theories is
f(R) gravity, where instead of Ricci scalar R, a general function of the curvature scalar, f(R),
is used in the Einstein-Hilbert action (see, for example, [32, 32–41] and references therein for
recent works in f(R) gravity, for reviews see [42–44]). There are roughly two approaches one
can take to describe dark energy vis-a-vis f(R) gravity.

The first approach is to treat modified gravity as a ‘correction’ to Einstein’s gravity,
such that the ‘correction’ itself is responsible for the acceleration of the universe. Here
it is convenient to treat the deviation of the Einstein field equation from the modified field
equation as an effective energy momentum tensor of a perfect fluid. One of the early examples
of this approach can be found in [45] in the context of inflation. Later it was extensively
studied in the context of late-time acceleration as well (for example, see [46–49]). The
cosmological viability of f(R) in such models was discussed in [42, 43, 50].

There is also another approach where the dark energy implemented by a quintessence
field (in Einstein gravity) can effectively be studied as a pure gravity theory governed by
an f(R) action. It is well known that a conformal transformation of the metric of the f(R)
action can lead to a theory of Einstein’s gravity with a quintessence field, in a conformally
connected spacetime (see, for example, [42, 43, 51–63]). The description of the universe,
where the gravity action becomes Einstein-Hilbert action, is referred to as the ‘Einstein
frame’, whereas, the initial description is referred to as the ‘Jordan frame’.

The conformal parameter of this transformation is given by the f(R) model itself.
This establishes a duality between f(R) gravity without quintessence field in Jordan frame
and Einstein gravity with quintessence field in Einstein frame, such that, an f(R) function
corresponds to a quintessence potential. Due to this duality, one can treat a quintessence
model in Einstein gravity as an f(R) gravity model, without the need of a quintessence field.

In this paper, we are interested mainly in quintessence models with an equation of state
w(a) = w0 − w′ ln a. The corresponding quintessence potential has a closed and relatively
simple analytical form. This parameterization was first introduced in [64] to fit with three
tracking quintessence models. It was shown to be a good fit with observations in the redshift
range z . 4. This model was further extended in [65] to account for observation from a
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wider range of redshift parameter. Models with logarithmic w(a) were further constrained
from the SNIa+BAO+H(z) data in [66, 67]. We obtain a class of f(R) theories that can
recover these potentials in Einstein frame. The reconstruction of the f(R) function can be
broken in to two parts. For the near current time in the Einstein frame, we find perturbative
solutions of f(R) which are valid in the small Jordan frame curvature limit. From this we
estimate the perturbative solution which is most suited in the current epoch of the Einstein
frame universe. For the distant future in Einstein frame, we obtain an asymptotic solution
for f(R).

We further show that the logarithmic parameterization of w(a) belongs to a class of
quintessence models for which the Jordan frame scale factor has a finite maximum value. In
the late time limit of the Einstein frame universe, the Einstein frame scale factor increases
indefinitely, while the Jordan frame universe collapses after attaining a maximum. A general
condition for the collapse of the Jordan frame is then obtained which takes into account other
components of the universe. Using this we find that the presence of dust prevents the Jordan
frame collapse. Finally, we show that the introduction of positive spatial curvature [68] may
still allow the expansion-collapse duality in the presence of non-relativistic matter.

The general condition for the expansion-collapse duality of the Einstein and Jordan
frame can be used in further studies to explore other viable quintessence models. An
expanding universe with quintessence field can also be looked at as a collapsing universe
with different equations of motion. Such a correspondence between expanding and collapsing
geometries can have applications in studies of growth of cosmological perturbations. For
example, one can study the back reaction of the curvature and matter perturbations in our
universe collectively as a gravitational perturbation of a collapsing geometry leading to a
good estimate of back reaction at late times.

The paper is organized as follows. In Sec. 2 we review the quintessence model and the
reconstruction of the quintessence field potential. In Sec. 3 we obtain the analogous f(R)
theories consistent with the quintessence model; first perturbatively near current era and
then for remote future. A relation between the scale factors of the FRW universes in the
Einstein and the Jordan frame is then obtained in Sec. 4. Here we demonstrate that at late
times the Jordan frame universe collapses back unlike the universe driven by the quintessence
field in the Einstein frame. In Sec. 5 we derive a general condition for the expansion-collapse
duality and further explore the effect of dust and spatial curvature on the collapse of the
Jordan frame. We conclude the paper with a summary and discussion of implications in
Sec. 6.

2 Reconstruction of quintessence field potentials

The accelerated expansion of the universe requires the presence of dark energy, characterized
by an equation of state parameter w < −1/3, this is generally termed as violation of the
‘strong energy condition’. A scalar field minimally coupled to gravity, or quintessence, is
a viable candidate for dark energy (see [6, 7, 69]). In this section we briefly review the
quintessence models corresponding to constant and logarithmic equation of state parameters.

2.1 Quintessence model of dark energy

The action of a generic quintessence field in Einstein gravity is give by

SQ =

∫
d4x
√−g R

2κ2
−
∫
d4x
√−g

(
1

2
∂µΦ∂µΦ + V (Φ)

)
. (2.1)
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Here κ2 = 8πG, R is Ricci scalar, and gµν is taken to be the spatially flat FRW metric,

gµν=̇diag
(
−1, a2(t), a2(t), a2(t)

)
.

The quintessence field Φ is taken as a function of time only. The definition of the energy-
momentum tensor,

Tµν =
−2√−g

δSΦ

δgµν
(2.2)

leads to energy density (ρ) and pressure (P ) associated with the field,

T00 = ρ =
Φ̇2

2
+ V (2.3)

T ii = P =
Φ̇2

2
− V, (2.4)

where the dot represents derivative with respect to comoving time. From this one can recover
the quintessence potential and the time derivative of the field as,

V =
1

2
(1− w(a))ρ(a), (2.5)

Φ̇2 = (1 + w(a))ρ(a), (2.6)

leading to the equation of state parameter w(a),

w(a) =
P

ρ
=

1
2 Φ̇2 − V (Φ)
1
2 Φ̇2 + V (Φ)

. (2.7)

This shows that for a slowly rolling quintessence field, i.e., if the kinetic term of the field
becomes negligible with respect to the potential (V (Φ) � Φ̇2), then w → −1, therefore the
quintessence field becomes capable of driving the acceleration.

For example, if the equation of state parameter (w) is time-independent, then the
continuity equation

∇µTµν = 0, (2.8a)

ρ̇+ 3Hρ(1 + w) = 0 (2.8b)

can be solved to obtain the energy density as ρ(a) = ρ0a
−3(1+w), where H = ȧ/a is the

Hubble parameter. Using this in (2.6), together with the Friedmann equation

H2 =
κ2

3
ρ(a), (2.9)

one can obtain the scale factor dependence of the field Φ as

ϕ(a) = Φ(a)− Φ0 =

√
3(1 + w)

κ2
ln a, (2.10)

here Φ0 is the value of the field at current scale factor a = 1. In this case the reconstructed
quintessence potential becomes [67]

V (ϕ) =
1

2
(1− w)ρ0 exp

(
−
√

3κ2(1 + w)(ϕ)
)
. (2.11)
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2.2 Quintessence with logarithmic equation of state parameter

The cosmological constant model provides a constant energy density of dark energy with
wDE = −1. In general, w can take other values and can also vary with time. Time-dependence
in w is often introduced by postulating a functional form of w(a) with adjustable parameters.
These parameters of the model w(a) can then be constrained from different cosmological
observations. Several parameterizations of w(a) have been proposed [64, 65, 70–72] (for
reviews see [7, 66, 73–75]).

Given a parameterization of w(a), one can, in principle, reconstruct the corresponding
quintessence field potential V (Φ). In this paper we reconstruct the f(R) action corresponding
to the quintessence model, where the functional form of V (Φ) plays a crucial part. We
consider the logarithmic parameterization of w(a), which leads to a quintessence potential
with a closed and relatively simple functional form; the parameterization is given by

w(a) = w0 − w′ ln a, (2.12)

where w0 and w′ are the constant parameters. This parameterization was first introduced
in [64] to fit several tracking quintessence models, and it was shown to be consistent with
low redshift observations. Later on a modification on this parameterization was proposed
in [65] to make this model compatible in the z → ∞ limit. Recently, this parameterization
was constrained from SNIa+BAO+H(z) data in [66] and the corresponding quintessence
potential was reconstructed in [67]. The ranges of the quintessence parameters within 3σ
confidence level, compiled from SNIa+BAO+H(z) data is provided in [66, 67] as

−1.09 ≤ w0 ≤ −0.66, −1.21 ≤ w′ ≤ 0.25, 0.26 ≤ ΩM ≤ 0.32. (2.13)

One can solve the continuity equation (2.8b) for this model to obtain the energy density
in terms of the scale factor as

ρ(a) = ρ0a
−3(1+w0)+ 3

2
w′ ln a, (2.14)

where ρ0 = ρ(a = 1). In the limit of a→∞, the energy density becomes 0 if w′ < 0, and ∞
for w′ > 0. The quintessence field as a function of the scale factor can be obtained as

ϕ(a) = Φ(a)− Φ0 =
2√
3

1

κw′

[
(1 + w0)

3
2 − (1 + w0 − w′ ln a)

3
2

]
. (2.15)

We note that for w′ > 0, the field becomes complex in the limit of a→∞. In order for ϕ to
be real in between the current scale factor (a0 = 1) and a→∞, we will exclusively consider
the model with w′ < 0. The potential of the quintessence field can be reconstructed as

V (ϕ) = ρ0
1

2

2−
{

(1 + w0)
3
2 − 3w′

2
√

3
κ(ϕ)

} 2
3


exp

− 3

2w′

(1 + w0)2 −
[
(1 + w0)

3
2 − 3w′

2
√

3
κ(ϕ)

] 4
3


 . (2.16)

See [67] for detailed derivations of the quintessence potentials for both time-dependent and
independent equation of state parameters.
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3 Reconstruction of f(R) models

In this section we reconstruct f(R) functions in the Jordan frame which map to quintessence
models discussed above, in the Einstein frame.

3.1 The Einstein frame-Jordan frame duality

f(R) gravity theory is a simple extension of Einstein gravity, where the Einstein-Hilbert
action is modified by replacing the Ricci scalar (R) with a general function of Ricci scalar
f(R) (see [42, 43, 59, 76] for detailed review). The action of f(R) theory is given by

SJ =
1

2κ2

∫
d4x
√−gf(R). (3.1)

The description of the universe obtained from this action is referred to as the ‘Jordan
frame’. A duality between quintessence field in Einstein gravity and f(R) gravity can be
established through a conformal transformation on the metric of the f(R) action. The
conformal transformation

g̃µν = Ω2(x)gµν , (3.2)

with the choice of the conformal parameter Ω2 = ∂Rf(R) = F (R), allows for the action (3.1)
to be written as

SE =

∫
d4x
√
−g̃ 1

2κ2
R̃−

∫
d4x
√
−g̃
[

1

2
g̃µν∂µϕ∂νϕ+ V (ϕ)

]
, (3.3)

where R̃ is the Ricci scalar corresponding to the metric g̃µν , the scalar field ϕ and the potential
V are identified as

ϕ =

√
6

2κ
lnF (3.4)

and

V =
1

2κ2

FR− f
F 2

(3.5)

(see, for example, [42, 43, 57] for more details). Universe described using the action (3.3) is
referred to as the ‘Einstein frame’. The metric in the Einstein frame is taken to be a spatially
flat FRW metric, i.e., g̃µν=̇diag(−1, ã2, ã2, ã2), where ã is the scale factor in Einstein frame.

The Einstein frame action (3.3) represents a quintessence field in Einstein gravity. The
definition of the quintessence potential (3.5) is key to the duality between Einstein and
Jordan frames, i.e., a quintessence potential corresponds to a f(R) function in Jordan frame
(see [58, 77–83], for detailed review see [42–44]). Now we will use this equivalence to constrain
f(R) for the quintessence potentials discussed in Sec. 2.

3.2 Time-independent equation of state parameter

We start with deriving the function f(R) such that the Jordan frame becomes dual to a
quintessence field with constant equation of state parameter in Einstein frame. We identify
the field term in (2.10) as Φ− Φ0 = ϕ =

√
6 lnF/(2κ). The potential (2.11) becomes

V =
1

2
(1− w)ρ0F

− 3√
2

√
1+w

. (3.6)
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In order for this potential to be generated by the f(R) function, (3.6) should be the same as
V in (3.5), i.e., f(R) should satisfy the following differential equation

1

2κ2

FR− f
F 2

=
1

2
(1− w)ρ0F

− 3√
2

√
1+w

, (3.7a)

A1F
b − FR+ f = 0, (3.7b)

where,

A1 = κ2ρ0(1− w) (3.8a)

b = − 3√
2

√
1 + w + 2 (3.8b)

Equation (3.7) can be solved analytically and it has a trivial linear solution

f(R) = C1R−A1C
b
1 (3.9)

where C1 is an integration constant. The conformal parameter in this case becomes a
constant, C1, thus we recover the cosmological constant model. The non-trivial solution
of (3.7) has a power law form,

f(R) =
b− 1

b(A1b)
1

b−1

R
b

b−1 (3.10)

where A1, b 6= 0. Interestingly, this f(R) model never reduces to the cosmological constant
model for any finite value of the parameter b.

3.3 Logarithmic equation of state parameter

Now we reconstruct f(R) models which lead to a scalar field potential consistent with the
logarithmic equation of state parameter (2.12). In this case, it is convenient to start with a
parametric solution of the f(R) function.

Since lnF = 2κϕ/
√

6, we have

dV

dϕ
=

1√
6κ

2f − FR
F 2

. (3.11)

Adding (3.11) with (3.5) and rearranging the terms we get

f(ϕ̄) = exp (2ϕ̄)

{
2κ2V + 2κ2 dV

dϕ̄

}
, (3.12)

where we have re-scaled the quintessence field to be dimensionless as ϕ̄ = lnF = 2κϕ/
√

6.
Similarly, subtracting (3.11) from (3.5) and rearranging we get

R(ϕ̄) = exp (ϕ̄)

{
4κ2V + 2κ2 dV

dϕ̄

}
. (3.13)

Equations (3.12) and (3.13) represent a parametric solution for the f(R) function consistent
with an arbitrary quintessence potential V (ϕ), where the field ϕ̄ plays the role of the
parameter. For the potential (2.16), equations (3.12) and (3.13) become

f(ϕ̄) = C exp
(

2ϕ̄+ C2P
4
3

)[
2− P 2

3 +
2

3
BP− 1

3 − 8

3
BC2P

1
3 +

4

3
BC2P

]
(3.14)
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and

R(ϕ̄) = C exp
(
ϕ̄+ C2P

4
3

)[
4− 2P 2

3 +
2

3
BP− 1

3 − 8

3
BC2P

1
3 +

4

3
BC2P

]
, (3.15)

where we have defined the following constants

(1 + w0)2 = C1,
3

2w′
= C2, (1 + w0)

3
2 = A,

3
√

2

4
w′ = B, C ′ = ρ0e

−C1C2 , C = κ2C ′ (3.16)

and P = A−B lnF = A−Bϕ̄.

3.3.1 Perturbative solution for F (R)

We use an analytical approximation to invert equation (3.15) to obtain F (R). Specifically,
we consider the f(R) theory to be a small deviation from the Einstein gravity, such that, the
limit R→ 0 recovers the Einstein gravity. We assume that the f(R) function has a form

f(R) = R+ εψ(R), (3.17)

ε is a constant parameter such that |εψ(R)/R| � 1. As R → 0, f(R) theories are often
subjected to the following two stability criteria [42, 43, 47, 84]

f ′ = F > 0 (3.18a)

f ′′ = F ′ > 0. (3.18b)

In an effective fluid description of f(R) gravity, the contribution from the f(R) action in
the field equation is treated as an energy-momentum tensor of an effective fluid (reviews
can be found in [42, 43]). Within this description, the term κ2/F appears as the effective
gravitational coupling term. Thus, the first condition F > 0 is required to ensure an overall
positive gravitational coupling. On the other hand, when the f(R) model is taken to be a
dual description of a quintessence model, as in the current study, F > 0 is necessary for the
quintessence field to be real (see (3.4)). The second condition F ′ > 0 is to avoid the Dolgov-
Kawasaki or matter instability [47, 84]. Taking into account the form of f(R) from (3.17)
and considering weak gravity regime, the metric and Ricci scalar can be perturbed as

gµν = ηµν + hµν , (3.19a)

R = 0 + δR, (3.19b)

where ηµν is the Minkowski metric, Ricci scalar is perturbed over the background value 0. It
can be shown that the field equation of δR (up to first order in δR) has an effective mass-
square term ∼ (3εψ′′)−1, the sign of which is determined by F ′ using (3.17) (see [43, 84] for
the derivation). Hence, it is argued that the Ricci scalar perturbation δR is stable only for
ψ′′ > 0 or F ′ > 0.

Before using the ansatz (3.17) in the current model, we first check how such perturbative
solution can lead to a relation between the perturbation in the quintessence field in the
Einstein frame and Ricci scalar perturbation in the Jordan frame. By considering a matter-
less Jordan frame universe in the weak gravity limit, as in (3.19), and using the Einstein-
Jordan frame correspondence, 2κϕ =

√
6 lnF , one can obtain the perturbation in the

quintessence field as

κδϕ =

√
6

2

F ′

F

∣∣∣∣
R=0

δR =

√
6

2

εψ′′

1 + εψ′

∣∣∣∣
R=0

δR, (3.20)
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where the prime denotes derivative with respect to R. Under this assumption, the scalar
field perturbation δϕ becomes proportional to the Ricci perturbation in the Jordan frame,
δR. This relation may reveal interesting duality between the different fields in Einstein and
Jordan frames.

With this motivation, we now seek a class of functions f(R) for which F (R) can be
expanded in the powers of R, consistent with the current quintessence model. In order to
derive an appropriate analytical form, we truncate the expansion of F (R) after the quadratic
term, i.e.,

F (R) ≈ FA(R) = ε0 + ε1R+ ε2R
2. (3.21)

Here dimensions of the constants ε0, ε1, ε2 are such that F (R) is dimensionless. The above
ansatz is valid only within a region of time where R is sufficiently small, such that the
contributions of higher order terms of R in F (R) can be neglected.

The validity of the ansatz also depends upon the implicit assumption that F (R) is finite
valued in the region where the solution is applicable. The function F (R) has to be consistent
with the Einstein-Jordan frame correspondence, i.e., F = exp(2κϕ/

√
6). It is possible that

at some later time in the Einstein frame the field ϕ, and thus F , becomes divergent, however,
the Jordan frame curvature R remains finite. This is clearly in conflict with (3.21), thus the
ansatz becomes invalid in such limits. It is shown later that this is exactly the case in the late
time limit of Einstein frame, in that case we obtain a non-perturbative asymptotic solution.

We obtain the perturbative solution for F (R) by deriving the coefficients in (3.21),
ε0, ε1, ε2, in terms of the parameters of the quintessence models, (w0, w

′). This is done by
using the ansatz (3.21) in (3.15) and equating the coefficients of the powers of R in both sides
of the equation, where the terms of the order R3 and higher are neglected. The analytical
results and the functions ε0,1,2(w0, w

′) are given in Appendix A. We find that for a given set
of (w0, w

′) values, there are four sets of possible ε0,1,2, hence there are four possible solutions
for the ansatz (3.21) (see Appendix A).

To illustrate the perturbative solution, let us consider the central values of the ranges
of quintessence parameters provided in [66, 67],

w0 = −0.87, w′ = −0.48. (3.22)

For these values, the possible real solutions for ε0,1,2 are given in the table 1.
It is useful for further discussion to consider the profile of Jordan frame curvature as

a function of Einstein frame scale factor. The quintessence field (ϕ) can be written as a
function of Einstein frame scale factor (ã) as (2.15)

ϕ(ã) = Φ(ã)− Φ0 =
2√
3

1

κw′

[
(1 + w0)

3
2 − (1 + w0 − w′ ln ã)

3
2

]
. (3.23)

Using the Einstein-Jordan frame correspondence (3.4), F is obtained as a function of ã as

F (ã) = exp

(
2κ√

6
ϕ(ã)

)
= exp

(
2
√

2

3w′

[
(1 + w0)

3
2 − (1 + w0 − w′ ln ã)

3
2

])
. (3.24)

F (ã) can be used in (3.15) to obtain R(ã) (see Fig. 1) (R(ã) has a complicated expression,
it is not shown explicitly). The roots of R(ã) are identified as ã1,2,3 (see table 1). R(ã) is
further used in the ansatz FA(R) to derive FA(ã). We are now in a position to compare the
ansatz FA(ã) with the exact F (ã) (from (3.24)) in the neighborhoods of the roots of R(ã).
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Parameter
sets

Solutions for ε0,1,2 Roots of
R(ã) = 0

Range of ã, ∆ ≤ .01 Stability
as
ã→ ã1,2,3

Parameter
set I

ε0 = 0.9136,
ε1 = 0.0015(κ2ρ0)

−1
,

ε2 = 0.0011(κ2ρ0)
−2

ã1 = 0.7771 0.76607 < ã < 0.83022 F > 0,
F ′ > 0

Parameter
set II

ε0 = 2.45336
ε1 = −4.33028(κ2ρ0)

−1

ε2 = 28.65243(κ2ρ0)
−2

ã2 = 2.8525 2.70185 < ã < 3.09667 F > 0,
F ′ < 0

Parameter
set III

ε0 = 553.26752
ε1 = 1.13965(κ2ρ0)

−1

ε2 = 1.06951(κ2ρ0)
−2

ã3 = 74.5742 72.6205 < ã < 82.2392 F > 0,
F ′ > 0

Table 1: Solutions for the ansatz FA (3.21), using the quintessence parameter values (3.22).
Different sets of solutions for ε0,1,2 are given in the second column. The third column shows
the roots of R(ã) = 0, ã1,2,3, in the neighbourhood of which the corresponding parameter
set is applicable (also see Fig. 2). We define the specific deviations of the ansatz FA(ã)
from the exact F (ã) corresponding to a particular parameter set as ∆(ã, PSI, II, III) =
|FA(ã; PSI, II, III)−F (ã)|

|F (ã)| . In the fourth column, ranges of ã are shown for which ∆ < 0.01.

The fifth column shows whether F, F ′ > 0 as ã→ ã1,2,3.
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ã3

(c) PS III

Figure 1: Jordan frame Ricci scalar as a function of Einstein frame scale factor, R(ã), with
quintessence parameters (w0, w

′) = (−0.87,−0.48). The ansatz (3.21) is applicable in the
neighborhood of the roots ã1,2,3. In the limit ã→ 0, Jordan frame Ricci R→ 0.
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(a) PS I

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
ã

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

F (ã)
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Figure 2: Comparison of F (ã) and FA(ã) for quintessence parameters (w0, w
′) =

(−0.87,−0.48). The points ã1,2,3 are the roots of the Jordan Ricci R(ã). The ansatz FA(ã),
with the solutions PS I, PS II, and PS III, coincides with F (ã) in the neighborhoods of
ã1, ã2, and ã3 respectively.

Each of the solutions for the ansatz FA (3.21), i.e., Parameter set I (PS I), Parameter
set II (PS II), Parameter set III (PS III), is applicable in the neighborhood of one of
the points ã1,2,3, where R(ã) → 0 (see table 1). We compare the exact F (ã) (from (3.24))
with FA(ã) in these neighborhoods in Fig. 2.

The best estimation for the ansatz, FA, consistent with the current Einstein frame scale
factor, ã = 1, is given by the PS I solutions, since ã1 is the nearest root of R(ã) to the
current scale factor ã = 1. One can estimate the current value of Jordan Ricci using the
quintessence parameters (3.22),

R0 = R(ã = 1) = 1.3684κ2ρ0. (3.25)

In order to see whether the ansatz (3.21), with PS I solutions, is consistent at the current
universe (ã → 1), we derive the relative contributions of the terms in FA(R). Using PS I
from table 1 and (3.25) we derive the three terms in the ansatz FA(R0),

Term0 = ε0 = 0.91357, (3.26a)

Term1 = ε1R0 = 0.00207, (3.26b)

Term2 = ε2R
2
0 = 0.00205. (3.26c)

As we can see, the zeroth order term (ε0) contributes in the order of ∼ 102 times than the
first order term (ε1R0), however, the contributions of the first order term and the second
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order term ε2R
2
0 are in the same order of magnitude. The specific deviation of the ansatz

FA(ã) from the exact F (ã) at current scale factor is

∆(ã = 1, PSI) =
|FA(ã = 1; PSI)− F (ã = 1)|

|F (ã = 1)| = 0.08236. (3.27)

In the following part we discuss the stability of these perturbative solutions.

Stability of perturbative solutions. For the perturbative solutions FA(R), using quintessence
parameters (3.22) we numerically find that FA > 0 in the limit ã→ ã1,2,3, that is, for solutions
corresponding to PS I, PS II, PS III (see table 1). Using the PS I solutions for current
Einstein frame universe (ã→ 1), we find that FA > 0 in the current epoch as well. We also
find that F ′A = ε1 + 2ε2R is positive while ã → ã1,3, however, F ′A < 0 as ã → ã2. For the
present day universe (ã = 1), we find F ′A > 0 with the PS I solutions.

3.3.2 Asymptotic solution for F (R) in the late time

We first consider the late time behaviour of the scale factor in the Einstein frame. According
to our choice of parameterization (2.12), w(ã) increases monotonically with the scale factor
ã. When ã > exp

(
(1 + 3w0)/(3w′)

)
, w(ã) > −1/3, and the quintessence field can no longer

drive the acceleration in the Einstein frame. From the Friedmann equation in the Einstein
frame,

H̃ =
1

ã

dã

dt̃
=
κ2

3
ρ(ã), (3.28)

together with the solution of the continuity equation, ρ(ã) = ρ0ã
−3(1+w0)+ 3

2
w′ ln ã, it is evident

that the dã/dt̃ always remains positive. Therefore, even though the acceleration in the
Einstein frame stops at some finite time, the scale factor ã keeps increasing indefinitely.
Solving the Friedmann equation we find the relation between the coordinate time t̃ and the
scale factor to be

t̃ =

√
3

κ2ρ0

√
π

2
√
A2

e
− B2

2
4A2 erfi

(√
A2 ln ã− B2

2
√
A2

)
+ constant, (3.29)

where A2 = −3w′/4 > 0, B2 = −3(1 + w0)/2 (recall that w′ < 0 is taken through out in
order for the field ϕ to be real valued in the ã → ∞ limit). It is evident from (3.29) that ã
monotonically increases with t̃, hence the late time limit in Einstein frame, defined as t̃→∞,
can also be expressed as ã→∞.

From (3.24) one can see that F (ã) → ∞ in the late time limit of the Einstein frame
(ã→∞). Now let us consider the late time behaviour of Jordan frame Ricci R(ã). Starting
with (3.15),

R(ϕ̄)

C
= exp

(
ϕ̄+ C2P

4
3

)[
4− 2P 2

3 +
2

3
BP− 1

3 − 8

3
BC2P

1
3 +

4

3
BC2P

]
, (3.30)

we see, ϕ̄ = lnF →∞ in the late time limit, thus the exponential factor in the last equation
is dominant in this limit. Moreover, the second term in the argument of the exponential is
dominant, which is,

C2P
4
3 = C2(A−Bϕ̄)

4
3 ≈ C2(−Bϕ̄)

4
3 → −∞ as ϕ̄→∞. (3.31)
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Note that since w′ < 0, from (3.16), B,C2 < 0. Using this and taking the late time limit
of (3.30), one can conclude that Jordan frame Ricci R→ 0+ in the limit ã→∞ (see Fig. 1c).
Hence, even if in the limit ã → ∞ we see R → 0+, we also find F → ∞, which makes the
ansatz FA (3.21) insufficient in the late time limit of Einstein frame.

It is possible to derive an asymptotic functional form of F (R) consistent with the late
time limit of Einstein frame. Noting that F, ϕ̄→∞ in this limit, we consider only the most
dominant terms in each of the factors of R(ϕ̄) in (3.30) to obtain

lim
ϕ̄→∞

R(ϕ̄)

C
≈ Nϕ̄ exp

(
−Mϕ̄

4
3

)
, (3.32)

where,

B,C2 < 0, (3.33a)

N = −4

3
B2C2 > 0, (3.33b)

M = −C2(−B)
4
3 > 0. (3.33c)

Taking ln of (3.32) we get

ln

(
R

C

)
= ln(Nϕ̄)−Mϕ̄

4
3 , (3.34)

neglecting the ln term in RHS,

ϕ̄LT =

[
− 1

M
ln

(
R

C

)] 3
4

, (3.35)

and FLT (R) = exp

[− 1

M
ln

(
R

C

)] 3
4

 . (3.36)

The subscript LT represents the late time of Einstein frame. Hence, as long as R/C < 1
(C > 0, as defined in (3.16)), FLT remains real, which is acceptable since this is valid in large
F and small R limit. We can plug in ϕ̄ from (3.35) in (3.14) to get an asymptotic expression
for f(R).

f(ϕ̄) = C exp
(

2ϕ̄+ C2P
4
3

)[
2− P 2

3 +
2

3
BP− 1

3 − 8

3
BC2P

1
3 +

4

3
BC2P

]
(3.37a)

≈ C exp
(
C2(−B)

4
3 ϕ̄

4
3

)[
−4

3
B2C2ϕ̄

]
(3.37b)

fLT (R) = NR

[
− 1

M
ln

(
R

C

)] 3
4

(3.37c)

where in the second line, we have considered only the highest order terms in ϕ̄ in the argument
of the exponential and in the square bracket.

It is evident from (3.36) that for the asymptotic solution FLT > 0, as long as 0 <
R/C < 1, this satisfies the ‘positive gravitational coupling’ condition F > 0. However,
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F ′LT < 0, where

F ′LT = − 3

4MR

1[
− 1
M ln

(
R
C

)] 1
4

exp

[− 1

M
ln

(
R

C

)] 3
4

 . (3.38)

The late time solution FLT seemingly violates the ‘matter instability condition’ as discussed
previously. However, the ‘Dolgov-Kawasaki/matter instability’ condition is not inherently
suitable in the late time limit of the current f(R) model. The derivation of the stability
condition assumes that the f(R) theory is a small deviation of Einstein gravity (3.17) (see [43,
84] for the derivation), this implies F (R) = f ′(R) = 1 + εψ′(R). However, for the current
model in the late time limit, we see that FLT (ã → ∞) → ∞, it cannot be considered as a
perturbation on Einstein gravity.

4 Relation between Jordan and Einstein frame scale factors

In this section we explore the late time relation between the Jordan and Einstein frame scale
factors. For the current model, one can obtain the Einstein frame Ricci scalar as

R̃(x̃) = κ2ρ0(1− 3w0 + 3w′x̃) exp

[
−3(1 + w0)x̃+

3

2
w′x̃2

]
, (4.1)

where x̃ = ln ã. We can see that the Einstein frame universe becomes Ricci flat in the
late time limit, i.e., R̃ → 0 as x̃ = ln ã → ∞ (recall that we consider w′ < 0 as discussed
before). We have already seen that the Jordan frame Ricci scalar R vanishes in this limit
too. However, as the Einstein frame scale factor ã → ∞ in the late time limit (see (3.29)),
the Jordan frame scale factor a → 0, resulting in a collapsing Jordan frame universe. To
see this, consider the relation between the line elements in Einstein (ds̃2) and Jordan (ds2)
frames [42],

ds̃2 = −dt̃2 + ã2 dx̃2 (4.2a)

= Ω2 ds2 (4.2b)

= F (−dt2 + a2 dx2), (4.2c)

which implies

dt̃ =
√
F dt (4.3)

a =
ã√
F
. (4.4)

Using this the Jordan frame scale factor can be written in terms of the Einstein frame scale
factor as

a(ã) = exp(C5)ã exp

(√
2

3w′
(1 + w0 − w′ ln ã)

3
2

)
, (4.5)

where C5 = −
√

2
3w′ (1 +w0)

3
2 , equation (3.24) is used to derive the last equation. a(ã) reaches

the maximum value at ã = exp((w0− 1)/w′), after which it decreases monotonically. For the
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Figure 3: Late time collapse of the Jordan frame universe. For a quintessence model with
logarithmic equation of state parameter, w(ã) = w0 − w′ ln ã, w′ < 0. The Jordan frame
scale factor plotted as a function of the Einstein frame scale factor, a(ã), with quintessence
parameters (w0, w

′) = (−0.87,−0.48). a(ã) has a maximum at ã = exp((w0−1)/w′) = 49.197.
In the late time limit a→ 0 as ã→∞.

quintessence parameters in (3.22), a(ã) becomes maximum as ã → 49.197. In the late time
limit of the Einstein frame (ã → ∞), the Jordan frame scale factor a → 0 for w′ < 0 (see
Fig. 3).

This result leads to two interesting observations. First, the Jordan frame scale factor has
a maximum value at the critical point w(ã) = 1, this means the Jordan frame universe has a
bound on its spatial size, which is determined by the quintessence parameters (w0, w

′). This
is in contrast with the Einstein frame universe, as we have seen in (3.29), the Einstein frame
scale factor grows indefinitely with the coordinate time. Second, the collapsing universe
in the Jordan frame provides an equivalent description of the expanding universe in the
Einstein frame. This map between collapsing and expanding frames can be a useful tool.
For example, introducing metric perturbations in the backgrounds of the FRW spacetime,
one may establish a relation between the perturbation in the expanding frame with the
perturbation in the collapsing frame. Perturbation in a collapsing gravitational system can
be analyzed within the f(R) setting [85]. Further studies can reveal how the quantum effects
in the collapsing Jordan frame correspond to the perturbations in the ever-expanding Einstein
frame at late times (see, for example, [86–90] and references therein). These issues will be
pursued elsewhere.

5 Expansion-collapse duality in the presence of non-relativistic matter

While discussing the expansion-collapse duality of the two conformally connected frames,
we have so far considered the quintessence field to be the only component in the Einstein
frame universe. In this section we consider a more realistic scenario where the Einstein
frame universe consists of the quintessence field as well as matter. Although dark energy
is the dominant component of the current epoch, even the subdominant presence of dust
(non-relativistic pressureless fluid) staggers the Jordan frame collapse.
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Since we are considering the Einstein frame to be the physical frame; observations are
made in this frame. Therefore, leaning to the standard considerations, in the Einstein frame
matter is minimally coupled to gravity, there is no explicit coupling between matter and
the quintessence field ϕ. Since the Einstein and Jordan frames are conformally related, the
couplings transform non-trivially between the frames– that matter will be non-minimally
coupled to gravity in the Jordan frame. Therefore, for a more realistic description of the
Einstein frame, the total Jordan frame action will have a form

SJ =
1

2κ2

∫
d4x
√−gf(R) +

∫
d4x
√−gF 2(R)LM(ψM;F (R)gµν). (5.1)

Since F (R) = ∂f/∂R, the matter-gravity coupling is through some function of Ricci scalar
and belongs to a broad class of curvature couplings [91]. This form of the action in the Jordan
frame is chosen such that, after conformal transformation g̃µν = Fgµν , matter decouples from
the curvature R̃ in the Einstein frame,

SE =

∫
d4x
√
−g̃ 1

2κ2
R̃−

∫
d4x
√
−g̃
[

1

2
g̃µν∂µϕ∂νϕ+ V (ϕ)

]
+

∫
d4x
√
−g̃LM(ψM; g̃µν).

(5.2)

Due to introduction of matter, solutions for the Jordan frame action obtained previously
for the case of pure gravity in Jordan frame will not be consistent with action (5.1). Thus
the equation of motion, condition for acceleration and the relation between the two frames’
scale factor will be modified, however we will see that the explicit form of the solution of this
action does not affect the existence of the expansion-collapse duality. Thus, the existence of
such duality between the frames can be considered to be a robust feature.

From the Einstein frame action (5.2), one can obtain the usual Friedmann equation

H̃2 =
κ2

3

(
ρm + ρϕ

)
, (5.3)

where H̃ is the Hubble parameter in the Einstein frame, ρm and ρϕ are the energy densities
corresponding to dust and the quintessence field respectively. Together with observationally
consistent values of (Ωm0,Ωϕ0, wϕ), Eq. (5.3) correctly reproduces the standard expansion
history of the universe without spatial curvature in the Einstein frame. The case with spatial
curvature is discussed later.

Using (5.3) in (2.6) for the Einstein frame we obtain

dΦ

dã
=

√
3

κ

1

ã

√
1 + wϕ(ã)

1 + ρm/ρϕ
, (5.4)

where wϕ is the equation of state parameter of the quintessence field. This, together
with (4.4), leads to a relation between the Jordan and the Einstein frame scale factors (a, ã),

a(ã) = ã exp

− 1√
2

∫ ã

1

dã′

ã′

√
1 + wϕ

1 + ρm/ρϕ

 . (5.5)

For the logarithmic wϕ (2.12), the above equation becomes

a(ã) = ã exp

− 1√
2

∫ ã

1

dã′

ã′

√√√√ 1 + w0 − w′ ln ã′

1 + Ωr exp
(

3w0 ln ã′ − 3
2w
′(ln ã′)2

)
 , (5.6)
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Figure 4: Evolution of Jordan frame scale factor a with respect to Einstein frame scale factor
ã for different values of Ωr, where Ωr = Ωm0/Ωϕ0 is the ratio of the density parameters of
dust and the quintessence field at the current epoch ã = 1 and (w0, w

′) = (−0.87,−0.48).
Any non zero value of Ωm0 prevents the Jordan frame universe to collapse indefinitely.
For Ωr consistent with observations, Ωr = Ωm0/Ωϕ0 ∼ 0.3/0.7, the Jordan frame expands
monotonically with respect to the Einstein frame.

where we have used ρm = ρm0ã
−3, ρϕ = ρϕ0ã

−3(1+w0)+ 3
2
w′ ln ã, Ωr = Ωm0/Ωϕ0 = ρmo/ρϕ0,

and Ωm0,ϕ0 are the density parameters corresponding to dust and the quintessence field at
ã = 1. For Ωr = 0, that is, if the energy contribution of dust is completely neglected, the
equation (5.6) can be solved analytically, resulting in (5.3) as is expected. However, for
nonzero Ωr, equation (5.6) can be solved only numerically. Fig. 4 shows the evolution of the
Jordan frame scale factor with respect to the Einstein frame scale factor for different values
of Ωr. We see that even if the energy contribution due to dust with respect to that of the
quintessence field is taken to be as small as Ωr = 10−8 at the current epoch, the Jordan
frame collapse sustains only for a finite duration of time. Eventually in the late times of the
Einstein frame, Jordan frame scale factor turns around and starts to increase monotonically.
For the value of the dust-dark energy ratio consistent with observation, Ωr ∼ 0.3/0.7, we
see that the Jordan frame universe never collapses, the Jordan frame scale factor evolves
monotonically with respect to the Einstein frame scale factor.

In fact, it is generally possible to write the condition for the Jordan frame collapse in a
relatively simple inequality. Starting with (4.4) we can obtain the derivative of Jordan frame
scale factor with respect to that of the Einstein frame,

da

dã
=

d

dã

(
ã√
F

)
= F−1/2

(
1− κ

√
1 + wϕ(ã)

√
ρϕ

6H̃2

)
, (5.7)

where we have used the Einstein-Jordan frame correspondence, 2κϕ =
√

6 lnF , along with
the result

dϕ

dã
=

1

ã

√
1 + wϕ(ã)

√
ρϕ

H̃2
. (5.8)
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It is evident from (5.7) that the Jordan frame universe collapses, that is, da/dã < 0 if and
only if the following inequality is satisfied,

wϕ(ã) > C(ã) (5.9a)

C(ã) =
6H̃2

κ2ρϕ(ã)
− 1. (5.9b)

The above condition leads to a range (or possibly multiple ranges) of ã during which the
Jordan frame collapses. This also shows that in order for the Jordan frame to have a ‘turn
around’, that is where da/dã = 0, the equation wϕ(ã) = C(ã) must have a solution. This
is applicable for arbitrary quintessence models; it also takes into account the presence of
any other component in the universe, like dust, radiation or spatial curvature. However, it
is to be noted that the condition is only imposed on wϕ, not on the effective equation of
state parameter of the era and the existence of all the other components is incorporated
in the Hubble parameter H̃, through the Friedmann equation. We also point out that this
inequality has a significantly simple form. Starting with any given wϕ(ã), one can check
whether the condition is satisfied just by knowing ρϕ(ã). The functional form of f(R), the
solution of the quintessence field ϕ(ã) or even the form of the potential V (ϕ) are not required
for that matter. Further, we see from Eq. (5.7) the condition da/dã < 0 is insensitive to
exact from of F (R) which also plays the role of non-minimal coupling in the Jordan frame,
but is solely decided by the ratio 6H̃2/κ2ρϕ(ã), i.e. on the phenomenological form of the
quintessence field arrived at in the Einstein frame. Thus, the onset of collapse in the Jordan
frame remains persistent even in the presence of the proposed non-minimal coupling.

For the quintessence model under discussion, the inequality (5.9a) takes the form

wϕ(ã) > C(ã), where (5.10a)

wϕ(ã) = w0 − w′ ln ã, (5.10b)

C(ã) = 1 + 2
Ωm0

Ωϕ0
exp

(
3w0 ln ã− 3

2
w′(ln ã)2

)
. (5.10c)

in the presence of matter. For the values of the parameters (w0, w
′,Ωm0) consistent with

observations, one can argue that the above inequality is never satisfied (see Appendix B for
the argument), thus the quintessence model with logarithmic equation of state parameter
does not lead to a collapsing Jordan frame in the presence of dust.

We conclude this section by discussing the effect of a positive spatial curvature on the
expansion-collapse duality. As it is argued in [68], the latest Planck data [92] appears to
be consistent with a universe possessing a small positive spatial curvature. We find that
the introduction of a positive spatial curvature in the analysis above recovers the expansion
collapse duality in the presence of dust. Taking into account both spatial curvature and dust,
the Friedmann equation in the Einstein frame becomes

H̃2 =
κ2

3

(
ρϕ + ρm

)
− K

ã2
, (5.11)

where K is the spatial curvature parameter appearing in the FRW metric. In this case the
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Figure 5: Possibility of Jordan frame collapse in the presence of positive spatial curvature
and dust, with (w0, w

′) = (−0.87,−0.48), Ωm0 = 0.315, Ωϕ0 = .728, ΩK0 = −.043.
‘Threshold’ refers to the function C in (5.12a). The Jordan frame collapse while wϕ(ã) > C(ã)
is satisfied. The plot shows that in contrast with the case when Ωk = 0, the negative
contribution from ΩK brings down the threshold C eventually. This allows for wϕ to cross
the threshold at ã ∼ 20.52, after which the Jordan frame starts to collapse.

condition of expansion-collapse duality (5.9a) becomes

wϕ(ã) > C(ã), where (5.12a)

wϕ(ã) = w0 − w′ ln ã, (5.12b)

C(ã) = 1 + 2
Ωm0

Ωϕ0
exp

(
3w0 ln ã− 3

2
w′(ln ã)2

)
+ 2

ΩK0

Ωϕ0
exp

(
(1 + 3w0) ln ã− 3

2
w′(ln ã)2

)
, (5.12c)

where ΩK = −K/(ãH̃)2, ΩK0 = −K/H̃2
0 is the current value of the density parameter

associated with the spatial curvature. As we can see from the condition, introduction of
a positive spatial curvature, that is, a negative ΩK , brings down the threshold that wϕ is
required to cross in order for the Jordan frame collapse to begin. For example, with the value
ΩK0 = −.0438 [68], Fig. 5 shows region of ã where the condition for Jordan frame collapse
is satisfied in the presence of matter.

To summarize, we show that the quintessence model with logarithmic equation of state
parameter leads to an expansion-collapse duality between Einstein and Jordan frames, that
is, while the Einstein frame expands indefinitely, the Jordan frame collapses in the late time.
We generalize the requirement of this expansion-collapse duality for arbitrary quintessence
models, taking into account the presence of other components in the Einstein frame as
well. This requirement essentially imposes a threshold on the equation of state parameter
of the quintessence field, the threshold itself is determined by the form of energy densities
associated with all the components in the Einstein frame universe. Using this we find that
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the Jordan frame collapse gradually becomes short lived if dust is included in the Einstein
frame universe. However, the Jordan frame collapse, at least for a finite duration, can be
recovered by introducing a small positive spatial curvature.

6 Conclusion and discussion

Quintessence fields are viable alternatives to the ΛCDM models, which can provide an
explanation for the recent accelerated expansion of the universe. It is known that an f(R)
theory of gravity in the Jordan frame acts as a dual to a quintessence field in Einstein
gravity, in a conformally connected spacetime, known as the Einstein frame. In this work,
we reconstruct f(R) functions in Jordan frame which reproduce quintessence models with
time-independent and time-dependent equation of state parameter (w) in the Einstein frame.

As an example of time-dependent equation of state parameter, we choose the logarithmic
parameterization and reconstruct f(R) function corresponding to the quintessence model.
This solution is obtained in two parts. A perturbative solution of F (R) is obtained which
is valid in the small curvature limit of the Jordan frame. We show that this perturbative
solution may be applicable in the near future of the Einstein frame universe. However,
we find that this ansatz becomes ill-defined in the late time limit of Einstein frame. We
obtain an asymptotic solution for f(R), which is valid in large field and small curvature limit
of the Jordan frame. This asymptotic solution is applicable in the late time limit of the
Einstein frame. We also show that the Jordan frame scale factor has a finite maximum value
determined by the quintessence model parameters, after which it keeps on decreasing. In the
late time limit of the Einstein frame, the Jordan frame universe collapses while the expansion
in the Einstein frame universe continues.

We generalize this result and obtain the condition for expansion-collapse duality in
terms of a simple inequality. This condition can predict the possibility of Jordan frame
collapse for quintessence models with arbitrary equation of state parameters, even in the
presence of other components in the universe such as dust, radiation or spatial curvature.
Given an equation of state parameter, such prediction can be made only from the knowledge
of energy density of the quintessence model. Using this condition we show that the example
quintessence model does not necessarily lead to the Jordan frame collapse in the presence
of dust, however the expansion-collapse duality may be recovered by introducing a positive
spatial curvature component in the universe.

The general condition for expansion-collapse duality can be readily applied to other
physically viable quintessence models. This opens a possibility of further studies of the
collapse of the Jordan frame. The mapping between expanding and collapsing geometries
may have implications on growth of perturbations which is a subject of further exploration.
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A Analytical results for the perturbative solution FA

Here we present the solutions of the ansatz (3.21), i.e., we write the constants ε0, ε1, ε2 in
terms of the quintessence parameters w0, w

′. We use the ansatz (3.21) in the RHS of (3.15)
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and ignore terms of the order R2 and higher to obtain

R = Cα0β0ε0 + C [α1β0ε0 + α0β0ε1 + α0β1ε0]R

+ C [α2β0ε0 + α1β0ε1 + α0β0ε2 + α1β1ε0 + α0β1ε1 + α0β2ε0]R2,
(A.1)

where we have defined the following terms

k0 = A−B ln ε0 (A.2a)

k1 = −Bε1
ε0

(A.2b)

k2 = −B
(
ε2
ε0
− ε21

2ε20

)
, (A.2c)
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and
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The terms A,B,C1, C2, C were defined in (3.16). Now we can compare the coefficients of
different powers of R in (A.1) to determine the ε0,1,2(w0, w′). Comparing the coefficients of
R0 we find

f0(ε0) = α0β0ε0 = 0. (A.5)

Form (A.3) we seen α0 6= 0, (A.5) becomes

β0 = 0 (A.6a)
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1
3
0 = x, (BC2)−1 = m, (2C2)−1 = n}

x4 − 3

2
mx3 − 2x2 + 3mx+ n = 0. (A.6e)
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Solutions of this quartic equation lead to ε0. That is, for a given set of w0, w
′, it is possible

to get multiple solutions for ε0. Once ε0 is known, comparing the coefficients of R1 in (A.1)
one can obtain ε1 as

f1(ε0, ε1) = α0β1ε0 −
1

C
= 0 (A.7a)
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Bα0C
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8
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Finally, with ε0, ε1 known, ε2 can be obtained by comparing the coefficients of R2,

f2(ε0, ε1, ε2) = α1β1ε0 + α0β1ε1 + α0β2ε0 = 0 (A.8a)
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B Condition for Jordan frame collapse in the presence of dust

Here we argue that Jordan frame collapse is not possible in a spatially flat universe consisting
of dust and a quintessence field with logarithmic wϕ. We start with the general condition for
collapse in the presence of dust, with ΩK0 = 0, from (5.10a)

wϕ(ã) > C(ã) (B.1)

where,

wϕ(ã) = w0 − w′ ln ã, (B.2a)

C(ã) = 1 + 2
ρm
ρϕ

(B.2b)

= 1 + 2
Ωm0

Ωϕ0
exp

(
3w0 ln ã− 3

2
w′(ln ã)2

)
(B.2c)

= 1 + 2Ωr exp

(
3w0 ln ã− 3

2
w′(ln ã)2

)
. (B.2d)

Let us now consider the following arguments

1. It is obvious from (B.2b) that C(ã) has a lower bound of 1, C > 1. Since wϕ(ã) is a
monotonically increasing function of ã, wϕ can intersect with C only after wϕ crosses
1. This happens at

ã∗ = exp

(
w0

w′
− 1

w′

)
. (B.3)

Thus, it is sufficient to consider only the range ã > ã∗ in order to check the possibility
of the intersection.

2. The slopes of these functions are given by

wϕ,ã(ã) =
−w′
ã

(B.4a)

C,ã(ã) = 6Ωr(w0 − w′ ln ã) exp

(
(3w0 − 1) ln ã− 3

2
w′(ln ã)2

)
. (B.4b)

Where the subscript , ã denotes the derivatives of the functions with respect to ã.
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3. At the point ã∗, the slope of C is higher than the slope of wϕ. To see this consider the
ratio of the slopes

C,ã
wϕ,ã

= −6Ωr

w′
(
w0 − w′ ln ã

)
exp

(
3w0 ln ã− 3

2
w′(ln ã)2

)
. (B.5)

At the point ã∗, this ratio becomes

C,ã
wϕ,ã

∣∣∣∣∣
ã=ã∗

= −6Ωr

w′
exp

(
3

2w′
(w2

0 − 1)

)
(B.6)

The observationally consistent range of w0 (2.13) is −1.09 < w0 < −0.66. However we
do not consider the possibility of −1 > w0 because this does not lead to a real ϕ (2.15).
Now for −1 < w0 < 0 and w′ < 0, the argument of the exponential is non-negative.
The minimum possible value of the RHS is obtained when w′ is most negative and Ωmo

is smallest. Putting w0 = −1, w′ = −1.22,Ωr = .26/(1− .26) we get

C,ã
wϕ,ã

∣∣∣∣∣
ã=ã∗

= 1.73. (B.7)

Thus we conclude that at ã∗, C has a higher slope than wϕ given our choice of
parameters.

4. In the range ã > ã∗, the slope of wϕ(ã) always decreases. This is obvious since

w,ãã =
w′

ã2
< 0. (B.8)

On the other hand

C,ãã = 6Ωr exp

(
(3w0 − 2) ln ã− 3

2
w′(ln ã)2

)[
3w′2(ln ã)2 + (w′ − 6w0w

′) ln ã+ 3w2
0 − w0 − w′

]
(B.9)

C,ãã = 6Ωr exp

(
(3w0 − 2) ln ã− 3

2
w′(ln ã)2

)
h(ã). (B.10)

From this we see that the sign of C,ãã is always determined by the sign of h(ã). We
now argue that h(ã) is always positive in the range ã > ã∗.

To see this, first note that h(ã) has a minimum at ln ã1 = − 1
6w′ + w0

w′ ,

h,ã(ã) =
w′

ã
(1− 6w0 + 6w′ ln ã), (B.11)

also,

h,ãã(ã) =
w′

ã2
(−1 + 6w0 + 6w′ − 6w′ ln ã) (B.12)

h,ãã(ã1) = 6w′2 exp

(
1− 6w0

3w′

)
> 0. (B.13)
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Also the point at which h(ã) is minimum comes before the point ã∗, since

1

−w′ +
w0

w′
>

1

−6w′
+
w0

w′
(B.14a)

ln

(
1

−w′ +
w0

w′

)
> ln

(
1

−6w′
+
w0

w′

)
(B.14b)

ã∗ > ã1. (B.14c)

Thus in the range ã > ã∗, the minimum value of h(ã) is the value at ã∗, which is

h(ã∗) = 2− w′ > 0. (B.14d)

Thus h(ã) > 0 in the range ã > ã∗, this implies C,ãã > 0 in the range ã > ã∗. In words,
the slope of the function C(ã) always increases in the range ã > ã∗.

5. Finally we note that for 0 < ã ≤ ã∗, C(ã) > wϕ(ã). At ã∗, C > w and C,ã > wϕ,ã. After
ã > ã∗ the slope of C strictly increases while the slope of wϕ strictly decreases. These
functions hence can never intersect after ã > ã∗. Thus the condition wϕ > C is never
satisfied.
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[27] Philippe Brax and Jérôme Martin. Robustness of quintessence. Phys. Rev. D, 61:103502, Apr
2000.

[28] T. Barreiro, E. J. Copeland, and N. J. Nunes. Quintessence arising from exponential
potentials. Phys. Rev. D, 61:127301, May 2000.

[29] Ivaylo Zlatev, Limin Wang, and Paul J. Steinhardt. Quintessence, cosmic coincidence, and the
cosmological constant. Phys. Rev. Lett., 82:896–899, Feb 1999.

[30] Andreas Albrecht and Constantinos Skordis. Phenomenology of a realistic accelerating universe
using only planck-scale physics. Phys. Rev. Lett., 84:2076–2079, Mar 2000.

[31] Shin’ichi Nojiri and Sergei D. Odintsov. Unifying phantom inflation with late-time
acceleration: scalar phantom–non-phantom transition model and generalized holographic dark
energy. General Relativity and Gravitation, 38(8):1285–1304, Jul 2006.

[32] Emilio Elizalde, Sergei D. Odintsov, Tanmoy Paul, and Diego Sáez-Chillón Gómez. Inflationary
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