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We put constraints on the degenerate higher-order scalar-tensor (DHOST) theories using the
Planck 2018 likelihoods. In our previous paper, we developed a Boltzmann solver incorporating the
effective field theory parameterised by the six time-dependent functions, αi (i = B,K,T,M,H) and
β1, which can describe the DHOST theories. Using the Markov-Chain Monte-Carlo method with our
Boltzmann solver, we find the viable parameter region of the model parameters characterising the
DHOST theories and the other standard cosmological parameters. First, we consider a simple model
with αK = ΩDE(t)/ΩDE(t0), αB = αT = αM = αH = 0 and β1 = β1,0ΩDE(t)/ΩDE(t0) in the ΛCDM
background where t0 is the present time and obtain β1,0 = 0.032+0.013

−0.016 (68% c.l.). Next, we focus

on another theory given by LDHOST = X+ c3X�φ/Λ3 + (M2
pl/2 + c4X

2/Λ6)R+ 48c24X
2/(M2

plΛ
12 +

2c4Λ6X2)φµφµρφ
ρνφν with X := ∂µφ∂

µφ and two positive constant parameters, c3 and c4. In this
model, we consistently treat the background and the perturbations, and obtain c3 = 1.59+0.26

−0.28 and
the upper bound on c4, c4 < 0.0088 (68% c.l.).

I. INTRODUCTION

Extended theories of gravity beyond general relativity (GR) have been extensively discussed to test gravity in various
phenomenological aspects. One can extend GR by adding another scalar degree of freedom mediating gravity, called
scalar-tensor theories. Such an extended theory should evade pathological properties arising from the scalar degree of
freedom, such as the ghost instability, and thus the equation-of-motion should be described by second-order differential
equations in time. The Horndeski theory is known as a healthy theory and has been extensively investigated[1–3]
(for review, see [4]), and its extension, known as the Gleyzes-Langlois-Piazza-Vernizzi (GLPV) theory or beyond
Horndeski theory, has also been well studied [5, 6]. These theories contain many well-known scalar-tensor theories as
subclasses, for instance, the k-essence model, f(R) gravity and the Galileon theories. The degenerate higher-order
scalar-tensor (DHOST) theory is known as the most general theory of the single-scalar-tensor theories, including the
Horndeski theory and the GLPV theory [7, 8] (for review, see [9]). In particular, we focus on the Type-I quadratic
DHOST theories (categorised to class Ia [10] and class N-I [11]) characterised by eight arbitrary functions of the scalar
field φ and X := ∂µφ∂

µφ, which is phenomenologically interesting in the astrophysical and cosmological contexts. As
the action of the DHOST theories contains the higher-derivatives, the equation-of-motion has fourth-order temporal
derivatives, and thus the extra two scalar degrees of freedom exist. One of them is a ghost degree of freedom, known
as the Ostrogradsky ghost. One can remove the ghost degree of freedom and obtain the second-order equations if the
kinetic matrix of the two scalar degrees of freedom is degenerate. The condition for the degeneracy is described as
the relations among the arbitrary functions in the action.

Many groups have investigated the phenomenological aspects of the extended theories up to the GLPV theory,
providing many ways to test the theories from the observations of CMB, the large-scale structure, and the gravitational
waves [12–19]. Besides the cosmological-scale observations, the existence of compact stars like neutron stars can put
constraints on them through the partial breaking of the screening mechanism [20–27].

In this paper, we study the angular power spectrum of the CMB anisotropies in the DHOST theories beyond the
GLPV theory. We have developed a Boltzmann solver incorporating the DHOST theories [28]. Using the numerical
code, we have demonstrated the qualitative impact of the model parameters on the angular power spectra of the
CMB anisotropies using the Fisher information matrix. The Fisher analysis assumes a Gaussian likelihood, and we
have computed the 1-sigma uncertainties with fixed cosmological parameters such as the amplitude of the primordial
perturbations and the Hubble parameter. We improve this study using the Markov-Chain Monte-Carlo (MCMC)
method and compute the confidence intervals of the model parameters using the Planck 2018 likelihoods [29]. Note
that there are pioneering works to put constraints on the model parameters in the DHOST theories focusing on
compact stars [30, 31]. Our present study is based on cosmological observations, providing a new test for the theories.

To describe the DHOST theories, we employ the effective field theory (EFT) approach [32–36] characterised by
six time-dependent functions, αi(t) with i = K,B,T,M,H and β1(t) [13, 37–39]. As mentioned before, the DHOST
theories cover a huge number of the single-scalar-tensor theories by choosing the arbitrary functions in the action. The
EFT parameters can be written in terms of them. The Horndeski theory and its subclass theories can be described by
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the first four functions, αi with i = K,B,T,M. The remaining parameters, αH and β1, are called beyond-Horndeski
parameters. While the GLPV theory requires αH 6= 0 and β1 = 0, the DHOST theories correspond to the theories
with β1 6= 0. The advantages of employing the EFT approach are that we can explore the theories without specifying
the arbitrary functions of φ and X in the original action and that we can treat the background sector, i.e. cosmic
expansion history, separately from the perturbative sector. This approach is convenient to study comprehensively how
significant the parameters characterising the DHOST theories affect the CMB angular power spectrum. We consider
a subclass theory of the DHOST theories where αH = αM = αT = αB = 0 and compute the confidence intervals of
the parameter β1.

Next, we change the approach and treat the background and perturbative sectors consistently by specifying the
arbitrary functions contained in the DHOST theories. In particular, we adopt the parameterisation proposed by
Crisostomi and Koyama (CK) [40]. With this treatment, we first solve the background equations for the scalar
field and the scale factor and solve the perturbation equations in this background. Then we estimate the confidence
intervals of the model parameters.

Our Boltzmann solver developed in our previous paper [28] incorporates the EFT equations with the EFT parame-
ters up to β1. In the EFT approach, we assume that the six EFT parameters are proportional to ΩDE(t), the fractional
amount of the dark energy, following the same setup as in Ref. [13]. In the CK model, the EFT parameters are given
by functions of the background scalar field φ and X that are determined by solving the background equation for φ.
Hence the model parameters characterising this model affect both the background and the perturbations. We use the
MCMC method incorporating the Metropolis algorithm to compute the confidence intervals of the model parameters
in the EFT approach and the CK model.

This paper is organised as follows. In Sec. II, we briefly review the DHOST theories and their effective description.
In Sec. III, we explain two concrete theoretical models and briefly mention the numerical setup. Then we show the
results of the MCMC simulations in Sec. IV and give a conclusion in Sec. V.

Throughout this paper, we use the unit with c = ~ = 1.

II. TYPE-I QUADRATIC DHOST THEORY

A. Background

We consider the Type-I quadratic DHOST theory [7, 8] with a minimally-coupled matter, whose action is given as

S =

∫
d4x
√
−gLDHOST +

∫
d4x
√
−gLm, (1)

with

LDHOST := P (φ,X) +Q(φ,X)�φ+ f2(φ,X)(4)R+

5∑
i=1

ai(φ,X)Li, (2)

where P,Q, f2 and ai are functions of φ and X := ∂µφ∂
µφ and

L1 := φµνφ
µν , L2 := (�φ)2, L3 := (�φ)φµφµνφ

ν ,

L4 := φµφµρφ
ρνφν , L5 := (φµφµνφ

ν)2, (3)

with φµ := ∇µφ and φµν := ∇µ∇νφ. In general, the Euler-Lagrange equations derived from this action,

EA :=
1√
−g
∑
j=0

(−1)j∂µ1 · · · ∂µj
δ(
√
−gLDHOST)

δ ∂µ1 · · · ∂µjA
= 0, (4)

contain fourth-order time-derivatives of the scalar field. To remove the ghost degree of freedom arising from the
higher-derivative terms, we need to impose the degeneracy conditions [7, 10, 11],

a2 = −a1 ,

a4 =
1

8 (f2 + a2X)
2

[
16Xa2

2 + 4 (3f2 + 16Xf2X) a2
2 +

(
16X2f2X − 12Xf2

)
a3a2 −X2f2a

2
3 + 48f2f

2
2X

+ 16f2X (3f2 + 4Xf2X) a2 + 8f2 (Xf2X − f2) a3

]
, (5)

a5 =
(4f2X + 2a2 +Xa3)

(
−2a2

2 + 3Xa2a3 − 4f2Xa2 + 4f2a3

)
8 (f2 +Xa2)

2 , (6)
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where the subscript X denotes the derivatives with respect to X, e.g. f2X := df2/dX.
Assuming the flat Friedmann-Lemâıtre-Robertson-Walker metric, ds2 = −N2dt2 + a2δijdx

idxj , we obtain the
background equations,

EN = ρ, −a
3
Ea = p, Eφ = 0. (7)

The right-hand sides of these equations are obtained by taking the GR limit in which P = Q = ai = 0 and f2 = M2
pl/2.

We omit to show their explicit forms in the general case. Those in the limited model that we will mention are shown
in Sec. III B. As for the matter content, we assume that it consists of cold dark matter (CDM), baryons, photons, and
massless neutrinos.

B. Perturbations

In our Boltzmann solver, we employ the EFT approach parameterised by arbitrary functions of time. We write the
metric in the ADM form,

ds2 = −N2dt2 + hij(dx
i +N idt)(dxj +N jdt). (8)

Expanding the action (2) for the the scalar perturbation, δφ(t,x) := φ(t,x) − φ0(t), and the metric perturbations,

δgµν(t,x) = gµν(t,x)−g(0)
µν (t), we obtain their quadratic action. The action can be recast in the unitary gauge as [39]

δ2S =
1

2

∫
dtd3x

√
hNM2

{
δKijδK

ij −
(

1 +
2

3
αL

)
δK2 + (1 + αT)

(
(3)R

δ
√
h

a3
+ δ2

(3)R

)

+H2αKδN
2 + 4HαBδKδN + (1 + αH)RδN + 4β1δK ˙δN + β2

˙δN
2

+
β3

a2
(∂δN)2

}
, (9)

where M(t) is the effective Planck mass, Kij the extrinsic curvature, (3)R the Ricci scalar on the spatial hypersurface
and δ2 operator extracts the second-order terms of the metric perturbations. We introduce eight time-dependent
parameters characterising the effective quadratic Lagrangian. They are labelled as {αL, αT, αK, αB, αH, β1, β2, β3}. In
addition, we introduce a parameter characterising the time-variation of the effective Planck mass,

αM :=
1

H

d

dt
lnM2 . (10)

We define the metric perturbations as

N = 1 + δN, N i = δij∂iψ, hij = a2e2ζδij + a2

(
∂i∂i −

1

3
δij∂

k∂k

)
E. (11)

The infinitesimal time transformation, t→ t+π(t,x), induces the gauge transformation for the perturbative variables,

δN → Ψ = δN − π̇, ζ → Φ = ζ −Hπ, ψ → ξ = ψ +
1

a2
π, E → E. (12)

Imposing the gauge condition, ξ = E = 0, we can move to the Newtonian gauge. As a result of the time-coordinate
transformation, the homogeneous scalar field in the unitary gauge acquires the spatial dependence, φ(t) → φ0(t) +
δφ(t,x). Thus we can identify the scalar perturbation as [41]

π := −δφ
φ̇0

. (13)

The degeneracy conditions (5) are recast as

αL = 0, β2 = −6β2
1 , β3 = −2β1 [2(1 + αH) + β1(1 + αT)] . (14)

They reduce the number of the independent EFT parameters to six, αK, αB, αT, αM, αH and β1. For details on the
evolution equations for Ψ,Φ and π, see Ref. [28]. Although these equations still contain the higher-derivative terms
up to the fourth-order, they can be eliminated by a linear combination of the equations thanks to the degeneracy
condition (14). As the matter sector minimally couples to gravity, we obtain the same evolution equations for the
perturbations of CDM, baryons, photons and massless neutrinos as in GR.
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III. MODEL AND SETUP

A. EFT approach

In the EFT approach, we can treat the background and perturbative quantities separately. For instance, in Ref. [13],
the authors assume the ΛCDM background and study the impact of αH on the angular power spectrum of the CMB
anisotropies. To study the significance of the parameter β1 characterising the DHOST theories, we also assume the
ΛCDM background and consider a simple case with β1 6= 0, αK 6= 0 and αH = αM = αT = αB = 0. Following the
literature [13], we assume that the EFT parameters behave as

β1(t) = β1,0
ΩDE(t)

ΩDE(t0)
, αK(t) = αK,0

ΩDE(t)

ΩDE(t0)
, (15)

where t0 is the present time and ΩDE := 1 − Ωm − Ωr is the fractional energy density of the dark energy with Ωm

and Ωr being the fractional energy densities of the non-relativistic and relativistic matter contents, respectively. We
fix αK,0 = 1, and focus only on the parameter β1,0. In this setup, we have to impose β1,0 > 0 to avoid the ghost
instability and the gradient instability of the curvature perturbations.

B. Constrained Crisostomi-Koyama (cCK) model

In order to treat the background and perturbative quantities consistently, as opposed to the EFT approach, we go
back to the action (2) with fixing the arbitrary functions, P,Q, f2, a1 and a3. Note that a2, a4 and a5 are determined
from Eq. (5). One simple parameterisation has been proposed by Crisostomi and Koyama (CK) in Ref. [40], given by

P = c2X, Q =
c3
Λ3
X, f2 =

M2
pl

2
+ c4

X2

Λ6
, a1 = 0, a3 = −β + 8c4

Λ6
, (16)

where c2, c3, c4 and β are constant parameters. This setup ensures that the speed of gravitational waves is the same
as that of light, resulting from the recent observation of the gravitational waves from a neutron star merger by the
LIGO/VIRGO collaborations (GW170817) [42–44].

To prevent the gravitational waves from decaying into dark energy during their propagation, we have to require
a3 = 0 [45]. This requirement, as well as the exact luminality of the gravitational waves, results from GW170817 at
z . 0.01, so it is not necessarily imposed on physics at the CMB scale, z ∼ 1100 [46]. Nevertheless, in this paper,
we impose the condition, a3 = 0, to reduce the number of free parameters. As a result, β is determined from c4,
β = −8c4. Moreover, we set c2 = 1 to fix the normalisation of the scalar field. Eventually, the free parameters are
only c3 and c4. We dub this subclass of the CK model as the constrained CK (cCK) model. In this setup, c3 > 0 and
c4 > 0 are required to guarantee the existence of an attractor solution for the background scalar field [47].

As the shift-symmetry holds in the action (1) with Eq. (16), the background equations (7) do not depend on the

scalar field itself, φ0. Hence we can write them in terms of its time-derivative, χ := φ̇0:

U1(χ, a)χ̇+ U2(χ, a) = 0, (17)

ȧ

a
= V1(χ)χ̇+ V2(χ, a), (18)

where Vi and Ui are shown in Appendix A. Note that, in the limit where c3, c4 → 0, the model becomes equivalent to
the k-essence model consisting of only P term [48, 49], not the ΛCDM model. According to Ref. [28], we can easily
read the EFT parameters as functions of χ and a. We show them in Appendix B.

C. Setup for MCMC simulations

We perform the MCMC simulations in the EFT approach and the cCK model as well as in the ΛCDM model
as a reference. We use the Planck 2018 TTTEEE+lowE likelihoods provided by the Planck collaboration [50]1. To

1 The likelihood files provided by Planck are commander dx12 v3 2 29.clik for TT in 2 ≤ ` ≤ 29; plik rd12 HM v22b TTTEEE.clik for
TT + TE + EE in 30 ≤ ` ≤ 2508; and simall 100x143 offlike5 EE Aplanck B.clik for EE in 2 ≤ ` ≤ 29.
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ΛCDM EFT cCK

c3 1.59+0.26
−0.28

β1,0 0.032+0.013
−0.016 c4 < 0.0088

109Bs 1.8868+0.0066
−0.0056 1.8986+0.010

−0.0048 1.8816+0.0055
−0.0050

ns 0.9697+0.0042
−0.0027 0.9735+0.0025

−0.0051 0.9909+0.0028
−0.0030

h 0.6782+0.0038
−0.0056 0.6760+0.0048

−0.0073 0.8043+0.0040
−0.0058

ωc 0.11878+0.0015
−0.00064 0.1194+0.0016

−0.0011 0.11523+0.0011
−0.00072

ωb 0.02177+0.00014
−0.00013 0.02175+0.00012

−0.00017 0.02218+0.00013
−0.00012

τ 0.0489+0.0058
−0.0045 0.0494+0.0061

−0.0045 0.0423+0.0044
−0.0071

109As 2.081+0.025
−0.018 2.106+0.018

−0.026 2.045+0.021
−0.026

Ωc 0.2569+0.0088
−0.0028 0.2616+0.0091

−0.0062 0.1782+0.0041
−0.0029

Ωb 0.04726+0.00074
−0.00031 0.04757+0.00079

−0.00052 0.03432+0.00039
−0.00030

lnL −1432 −1428 −1463

TABLE I: The best-fit parameters and their 68% confidence intervals in the ΛCDM model, EFT and cCK model.
The three parameters in the lower part, As,Ωc and Ωb, are derived from the parameters above. The inequality
indicates that we obtain only the upper limit.

compute the angular power spectra, CTT` , CTE` and CEE` , including the weak lensing effects, we use the Boltzmann
solver developed in Ref. [28]. The nuisance parameters are generated according to Ref. [51].

In the ΛCDM model, we choose the cosmological parameters {Bs, ns, h, ωc, ωb, τ} to be varied in the MCMC
simulations, where Bs := e−2τAs is the rescaled amplitude of the primordial curvature perturbations, ns the spectral
index, ωi := h2Ωi the fractional energy density of the matter for i = c,b, γ and ν, h the reduced Hubble parameter,
and τ the optical depth. As the amplitude of the curvature perturbation is highly degenerate with the optical depth,
we use the Gaussian prior with τ = 0.054±0.023. In addition to the six parameters, we vary β1,0 in the EFT approach
and {c3, c4} in the cCK model.

IV. RESULTS

A. Best-fit parameters

The best-fit parameters and their 68% confidence intervals are presented in Table I. The first two rows are the extra
parameters in the EFT approach and the cCK model, and As,Ωc and Ωb are derived from the above parameters. In
the ΛCDM model, we almost reproduce the Planck 2018 results [29]. In the bottom line, we show the values of the
likelihood for the best-fit parameters. In both the EFT approach and the cCK model, the fitting is not so improved,
although we introduce extra parameters in addition to the standard six parameters.

The rescaled angular power spectra, DX
` := `(`+ 1)CX` /(2π), for X = TT,EE, are shown in Fig. 1. The red points

with error bars are the binned data from Planck 2018 results [29]. The black, cyan and green lines are the best-fit
curves in the ΛCDM model, EFT and the cCK model, respectively. The extra parameters, β1,0 and {c3, c4}, affect
the angular power spectra only on large scales, ` . 30, as clarified in our previous paper [28].

As a result of the MCMC simulations, we obtain

β1,0 = 0.032+0.013
−0.016 (EFT); c3 = 1.59+0.26

−0.28, (0 <) c4 < 0.0088 (cCK). (19)

These are the first results ever to put constraints on the model parameters in the DHOST theories from CMB
observations.

In the cCK model, we find that the reduced Hubble parameter at the present time, h = 0.8043, is a little bit larger
than the best-fit value in the ΛCDM model, h = 0.6782. To see why it is enhanced, we show the time-evolution of
the reduced Hubble parameter in the left panel of Fig. 2. The Hubble parameter is basically smaller than that in the
ΛCDM model at the high redshift. Its decreasing rate, however, suddenly slows down at z ∼ 1 and the present value
becomes larger than that in the ΛCDM model. As a result, the comoving distance to the last-scattering surface does
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∆
E
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FIG. 1: Angular power spectra, DX
` := `(`+ 1)CX` /(2π), of the temperature fluctuations (left) and the E-mode

polarisation (right) with the best-fit parameters in the ΛCDM model (black), EFT (cyan), and cCK model (green).
The elongated panels below the spectra show the fractional deviation from the ΛCDM case,

∆X := (CX` − C
X(ΛCDM)
` )/C

X(ΛCDM)
` for X = TT,EE. Notice that, in the right panel, the vertical scale for ` ≥ 30

shown in the right vertical axis is different from that for ` < 30 shown in the left vertical axis.

z

h

z

α
i
,β

1

FIG. 2: The time-evolution of the reduced Hubble parameter in the cCK model and the ΛCDM model (left), and
the EFT parameters as functions of the redshift with the best-fit values in the cCK model (right). As the
parameters αB and αK are relatively larger than the others, we rescale them as αB/10 and αK/100.

not change in both models. That is why the present value of the Hubble parameter in the cCK model is larger than
that in the ΛCDM model.

In the right panel of Fig. 2, we show the time-evolution of the EFT parameters in the cCK model with the best-fit
parameters. In contrast to the EFT approach that we consider here, all the EFT parameters, except for αT being
zero, have non-zero values. In particular, αM changes non-monotonically in time, as pointed out in our previous paper
[28]. The physical effects of the EFT parameters on the angular power spectra are more or less degenerate with each
other. Therefore these parameters can take large values since their influence on the angular power spectra can be
cancelled. However, in the cCK model, β1 and αH always satisfy the relation, β1 = −αH/2 [see Eq. (B1)], and thus
the cancellation does not work. Hence we can put a relatively strong constraint on the parameter c4, which controls
the significance of β1. We will see the impact of this parameter on the angular power spectra in Sec. IV C.

The parameter β1,0 has been constrained by the other astrophysical observations. The long-term observation of
the Hulse-Taylor pulsar gives a bound on the effective gravitational coupling constant for the gravitational waves.
That puts a constraint on β1,0 as |β1,0| . O(10−3) [52]. The Solar System test provides a tighter constraint on β1,0

as 0 ≤ β1,0 . 10−5 [53]. These are stronger constraints than our present result based only on the cosmological-scale
observation.
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β1,0 Bs ns h ωc ωb τ
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FIG. 3: Confidence contours at 68%, 95% and 99% confidence levels in the EFT approach (top-left), the cCK model
(top-right) and the ΛCDM model (bottom). We also show the marginalised 1D distributions for each parameter in
the diagonal side.

B. Correlation between parameters

In Fig. 3, we present the 2D contour plots of the multivariate probability distributions with the kernel density
estimation technique [54] in EFT (top-left), cCK (top-right) and ΛCDM (bottom) models. The colour contours indicate
the confidence regions at 68%, 95% and 99% confidence levels, and we also show the marginalised 1D distributions
for each parameter in the diagonal side. In the EFT approach and the cCK model, the extra parameters, β1,0 (EFT)
and {c3, c4} (cCK), are not strongly correlated with the other six parameters. They modify the gravity potentials at
the late time, leading to an extra contribution to the integrated Sachs-Wolfe effect on the angular power spectrum of
the temperature anisotropies. This effect is almost independent to the effects controlled by the other six parameters.

C. Impact of c3 and c4 parameters in the cCK model

In the left panel of Fig. 4, we show the Hubble parameter with various c3 (solid) and c4 (dotted). The vertical
axis is the Hubble parameter normalised by that with the best-fit case, (c3, c4) = (1.59, 0). Although we vary these
parameters in wider ranges than their confidence intervals, the Hubble parameter changes only by at most 0.5%. This
test implies that c3 and c4 are not well constrained from the time-evolution of the Hubble parameter. On the other
hand, the same variations of these parameters significantly alter the angular power spectrum CTT

` as shown in the
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T
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(2
π

)
[(
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FIG. 4: The left panel shows the Hubble parameter with various c3 (solid) and various c4 (dotted) in the cCK model,
normalised by the best-fit case. The other parameters are fixed to be the best-fit ones. Note that the best-fit values
of c3 and c4 are (c3, c4) = (1.59, 0). The right panel shows the angular power spectrum with the same variations of
c3 (solid) and c4 (dotted).

right panel of Fig. 4. From this fact, both c3 and c4 cannot deviate from the best-fit values; otherwise, the angular
power spectrum on the large scales are too enhanced and thus such parameter regions are obviously ruled out.

V. CONCLUSION

We investigate the impact of the model parameters characterising the Type-I quadratic DHOST theories on the CMB
angular power spectra, and estimate their viable parameter regions using the MCMC method with TTTEEE+low-
E likelihood based on the Planck 2018 observation. We employ two approaches, the EFT approach with a fixed
background, and the DHOST theory with the parameterisation proposed by Crisostomi and Koyama in which we also
solve the background equations for the scalar field and the scale factor.

First, we consider the EFT action that is characterised by six time-dependent parameters, αK, αB, αT, αM, αH

and β1. In particular, the parameter β1 characterises the Type-I DHOST theories beyond the GLPV theory. For
simplicity, we focus on a limited case where αB = αT = αM = αH = 0. The remaining parameters αK(t) and β1(t)
are assumed to be proportional to the fractional amount of the dark energy, i.e. αK = αK,0ΩDE(t)/ΩDE(t0) and
β1 = β1,0ΩDE(t)/ΩDE(t0) where t0 is the present time. We fix αK,0 = 1 and focus on the unique constant parameter
β1,0 in the ΛCDM background. As a result of the MCMC analysis varying the parameter β1,0 as well as the six

standard cosmological parameters, we obtain β1,0 = 0.032+0.013
−0.016 at the 68% confidence level.

Next, to treat both the background and perturbations consistently, we test a DHOST theory with specifying the
arbitrary functions given in Eq. (16). We solve the scalar field equation and the modified Friedmann equation written
in terms of the arbitrary functions to determine the background scalar field and the cosmic expansion history. This
treatment is totally different from the EFT approach in which we can assume an arbitrary cosmic expansion history,
such as the ΛCDM background, bearing no relation to the EFT parameters. We define a subclass theory in this
model by setting c2 = 1 and β = −8c4 in Eq. (16) to reduce the number of the model parameters. We dub this model
as cCK model in the main text. Note that this model ensures the luminality of the gravitational waves and their
stability during propagation. As a result of the MCMC analysis varying the standard six cosmological parameters
and the extra parameters c3 and c4, we obtain c3 = 1.59+0.26

−0.28 and (0 <) c4 < 0.0088 at the 68% confidence level. Note
that we assume flat priors on c3 > 0 and c4 > 0 to ensure the existence of the attractor solution for the background
quantities.

We have put constraints on the model parameters in the subclass of DHOST theories using only the Planck 2018
likelihoods. They would be highly improved if we take the amplitude of the matter fluctuation, σ8, into account
combining the observational results from the large-scale structure survey. We leave it for the future work.
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Appendix A: Background equations in cCK model

The background equations in the cCK model are given in Eqs. (17)(18), whose coefficients, Ui and Vi, are defined
as

U1(χ, a) = 2− 2c3Sχ− 8
(
3c23 − 7c4

)
χ4 − 12c3c4Sχ

5 + 24c24(1− 3w)ρχ6 − 4c4
(
15c23 − 34c4

)
χ8

− 32c3c
2
4Sχ

9 + 80c34(1− 3w)ρχ10 − 192c23c
2
4χ

12 − 16c3c
3
4Sχ

13 + 32c44(1− 3w)ρχ14

− 48c34
(
3c23 − 10c4

)
χ16, (A1)

U2(χ, a) = χ(1 + 2c4χ
4)
(
S + 6c3χ

3 −
(
3c23 + 2c4

)
Sχ4 + 6c3c4(1− w)ρχ5 − 6

(
3c33 + 2c3c4

)
χ7

−6c4
(
c23 − 2c4

)
Sχ8 + 12c3c

2
4(1− 5w)ρχ9 − 12c3c4

(
3c23 − 10c4

)
χ11
)
, (A2)

V1(χ) = − 4c4χ
3

1 + 2c4χ4
, (A3)

V2(χ, a) =
S + 6c3χ

3

6− 12c4χ4
, (A4)

where w := (ργ + ρν)/(3ρ) and

S = 2

√
3(1− 12w)ρ+ 33χ2 − 6c4(1− 6w)ρχ4 + 3 (3c23 − 10c4)χ6 +

36 (wρ− χ2)

1 + 2c4χ4
. (A5)

Appendix B: EFT parameters in the cCK model

We can easily find the expressions of the EFT parameters in terms of the arbitrary functions of the DHOST theories
[28]. In the cCK model, they are given as

β1 = −1

2
αH =

4c4χ
4

1 + 2c4χ4
, (B1)

αM =
8c4χ

3χ̇

H(1 + 2c4χ4)
, (B2)

αT = 0, (B3)

αB =
χ3

H (1 + 2c4χ4)
2

{
−(c3 + 4c4Hχ)

(
1 + 2c4χ

4
)

+ 4c4
(
5− 2c4χ

4
)
χ̇
}
, (B4)

αK =
2χ2

H2 (1 + 2c4χ4)
4

[
−1 + 2χ

{
6c4(6H2 + 5Ḣ)χ

(
1 + 2c4χ

4
)3

+ 3H
(
c3
(
1 + 2c4χ

4
)3

+ 192c24χ
4
(
1 + c4χ

4
) (

1 + 2c4χ
4
)
χ̇
)

+c4χ
3
(
−3 + 2c4

(
300χ̇2 + χ4

(
−3− 2c4χ

4 + 144c4
(
2 + c4χ

4
)
χ̇2
)

+ 24χ
(
1 + 2c4χ

4
) (

5 + 6c4χ
4
)
χ̈
))}]

, (B5)

where χ := φ̇0.
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