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Pulsar Timing constraints on scalar-tensor theories with conformal and disformal couplings to
matter are discussed. Reducing the dynamics to the motion in the centre of mass frame and using
the mean anomaly parametrisation, we find the first post-Newtonian corrections induced by the
conformal and disformal interactions in the form of a generalized quasi-Keplerian solution. We also
derive the radiation reaction force due to scalar radiation and the corresponding Post-Keplerian
Parameters (PKP). We use different pulsar time of arrival (TOA) data sets to probe the scalar
corrections to the PKP. In particular, we focus on systems with large orbital frequencies as the
contributions to the PKP terms induced by the disformal coupling are sensitive to higher frequencies.
We find that the most constraining pulsar timings are PSR B1913+16 and the double pulsar PSR
J0737-3039A/B, being of the order of the Cassini bound on the conformal coupling obtained from
the Shapiro effect in the solar system. The combined constraints using other pulsar timings give
an upper bound on the conformal coupling β2 < 2.33 · 10−5 and a lower bound on the disformal
coupling scale of Λ ≥ 1.12 MeV which is comparable to the Cassini bound and to the GW-170817
constraints respectively. Future measurements for pulsar timing with black hole companions are
also discussed.

Keywords: Pulsar Timing; Modified Gravity; Dark Energy; Post Keplerian Parameters; Cassini Spacecraft;

I. INTRODUCTION

The discovery of the accelerated expansion of the late
Universe, requires a modification of General Relativity
(GR) as originally presented in 1915. This change could
be as minimal as the addition of a cosmological constant
[1–6], which is so far the most likely explanation to
the cosmological observations. On the theoretical
side, the smallness of the cosmological constant could be
considered to be fine tuned. Recent string theoretic
conjectures such as the swampland ones [7, 8] would
favour a more dynamical approach and prescribe that
the Universe should be driven by quintessence in its
late time phase [9–30]. Such a scalar field would slow
roll and eventually mimic a cosmological constant. In
these models the scalar field does not couple to ordinary
matter. Other possibilities include a modification of
general relativity itself where a scalar, which could be
the scalar polarisation of a massive gravity model for
instance, couples to matter [31–39].

One very popular model of light scalar coupled to
matter is obtained by modifying the Einstein-Hilbert
action into a function of the Ricci scalar, the so-called
f(R) theories [40, 41]. This can be seen as adding
a coupled scalar field to GR, i.e. becoming a scalar-
tensor theory, with a specific coupling to matter equal
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to β = 1/
√

6, i.e. the Jordan gJµν and the Einstein gEµν
metrics are related by a conformal rescaling.

gJµν = e2βφ/mPlgEµν . (1)

In more general cases, the coupling between the scalar
field and matter depends on the transformation between
the Jordan, where matter couples minimally, to the
Einstein frames, where the Einstein-Hilbert term is
canonical. Bekenstein gave the most general coupling
of a scalar field to matter, which involves both conformal
and disformal transformations [33, 37, 42, 43]

gJµν = A2(φ,X) gEµν +B2(φ,X) ∂µφ∂νφ, (2)

where this metric gJµν defines the Jordan frame and gEµν
is the Einstein frame metric. Here we denote by X =
− 1

2 (∂φ)2 the standard kinetic terms. Such modifications
may help resolve some issues in cosmology such as the
Hubble tension [44]. Recently light scalar fields have also
been suggested as possible candidates for dark matter
[45]. The coupling of such dark matter fields to matter
is also crucial for their dynamics and their eventual
detection [46–48].

These theories can be tested using gravitational
methods as shown by earlier studies which focused
on two bodies in an orbital motion [49–62], a well
studied example in GR, from which similar properties
can be inferred for modified gravity with conformal and
disformal couplings [63–70].

In this paper, we shall work with the most
general scalar-tensor theory associated with a Bekenstein
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FIG. 1. Comparison of selected pulsars that are analysed in
this paper vs. mercury and the S2 star from the galactic
centre. In the middle of the figure, we focus on the pulsar
timings (in red). Since the orbital periods of the pulsars is
higher then the other systems, the constraints on the disformal
interaction is stronger. The S2 stars orbit around the central
supermassive black hole of the Milky Way. Far away from the
black hole, the two-body system can be approximated by the
dynamics of two point-particles [56, 71].

coupling involving generic conformal and disformal
couplings. These theories potentially give rise to fifth
forces which are subject to strict limits from solar system
tests of general relativity [72], and, at face value, the
archetypical f(R) models would then appear to be ruled
out. However, the fifth force effects can be screened in the
solar system, giving rise to screened modified gravity with
a phenomenology which depends on the environment.
Screening can take place in different ways either via
the chameleon [73, 74], the K-mouflage and Vainshtein
[75, 76] or Damour-Polyakov mechanisms [77–80]. All
rely on the environment such that the fifth force becomes
screened in the solar system and as a result the theory
can evade all the local tests of gravity. On larger scales,
these models can give rise to modifications to GR on
cosmological scales [72, 73, 75–77, 81–83].

Screenings of the Chameleon and Damour-Polyakov
types, see [84, 85] for reviews, can be usefully compared
to scalar models where scalarisation takes place [86].
Scalarised models are commonly used in analysing pulsar
timing when looking for new physics effects. In a nutshell,
chameleon type screening relies on the stabilisation
effects of matter, i.e. the effective mass of the scalar
field in matter increases as the density increases. On the
other hand, scalarisation relies on the destabilisation of
the scalar field in the presence of matter [87–91]. We will
give more details in section II.

Here we consider the scalar interaction between moving
bodies when the coupling between matter and the scalar
field is mediated by the coupling functions

A(φ,X) = eβφ/mPl , B2(φ,X) =
2

m2
PlΛ

2
, (3)

which gives rise to a Yukawa interaction of coupling
strength β with matter and the disformal term is taken
to be constant at leading order. These terms are the
leading order contributions from an effective field theory
point of view. Indeed the contributions depending on
powers of X only matter at short distances. We work
on large distances where the terms in X in the coupling
functions can be neglected as they would lead to higher
order corrections to the dynamics of the moving bodies
and for most purposes it is enough to consider a small
field expansion A(φ) ≈ 1 + βφ/mPl and B(φ,X) as
constant. Higher order terms would lead to effects which
could be taken into account in perturbation theory and
are neglected here. Our description would nonetheless
apply to the effective interaction of screened bodies when
screening takes place. In this case, the small values of the
couplings that we will infer from Pulsar Timing should
be seen as resulting from the screening of dense objects
such as pulsars.

The study of gravitational physics benefits from a
number of experimental advances which provide excellent
chances for constraining these interactions. The first
evidence for gravitational waves was provided by the
binary Hulse-Taylor pulsar PSR B1913+16 [92, 93].
Pulsars are extremely useful tools for testing gravity due
to the extreme precision of the radio pulses they emit.
Pulsars have a short spinning period. The monitoring
of the times of arrival of the pulsar’s radio pulses allows
one to infer the properties of the orbit. Observations over
long periods of time provide a unique way of obtaining
experimental constraints on the parameters of the orbits.
In pulsar timing systems, observed pulse arrival times
are sensitive to relativistic effects that can be modeled
in a theory-independent way using the "post-Keplerian
parameters" (PKP) [94, 95]. They are phenomenological
corrections and additions to the Keplerian description
of the binary motion. The PKP take different forms in
different theories of gravity and so their measurement can
be used to test these gravity theories [69, 96–100]. Earlier
studies such as [56, 67, 68, 101, 102] show conformal and
the disformal effects on the two body motion. In this
paper we derive the whole PKP and compare it with the
latest measurements of pulsars.

As we will see, the disformal strength is affected by the
frequency of the orbital motion, where higher frequencies
give larger disformal contributions. This follows from the
higher derivative nature of the disformal interaction. The
following dimensionless quantity εΛ relates the disformal
coupling interaction to the frequency

εΛ =
(βnb/Λ)

2

(1− e2)
3 , (4)

where e is the eccentricity of the motion and nb =
2π/Pb is the frequency of the motion. εΛ describes the
contribution of the disformal interaction to the PKP.
Fig 1 compares pulsar timings that are analysed in this
paper vs. the precessions of mercury and of the S2 star
around the galactic centre, as analysed in [56]. In the
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middle of this plot we focus on the pulsar timings (in
red). Since the periods of the pulsar timings are higher
than for other systems, the constraints on the disformal
interaction is stronger and therefore motivates us to
constrain the conformal and the disformal interactions
with these systems.

The plan of this work is as follows: Section II describes
the action and the equations of motion. Section III solves
the system using the mean anomaly approach. In section
IV we include the effects of the scalar radiated power
on the trajectories of the reduced two-body system in
the centre of mass frame. This leads to a radiation
reaction force on the orbital motion, allowing us to
compute the change in the period and the eccentricity
due to this effect. Section V derives the time delays
PKP. Section VI compares the PKP with different pulsar
timings. Section VII discusses the results with possible
observational constraints on the conformal and disformal
couplings. There are five technical appendices.

II. CONFORMAL AND DISFORMAL
INTERACTIONS

A. Screening and effective dynamics

We will focus on models where screening of the
Damour-Polyakov or the chameleon types take place.
Such models are defined by the scalar tensor action

S=

∫
d4x
√
−g
(

R

16πG
− 1

2
gµνφ,µφ,ν − V (φ)

)
+Sm(ψi, g

J
µν),

(5)

where the Jordan metric is related to the Einstein metric
via (2). In the spirit of effective field theories, we will
consider that the dependence on the kinetic terms of the
B(φ,X) function can be expanded as

B2(φ,X) =
∑
n≥0

Bn(φ)
Xn

(Λ2m2
Pl)

n
(6)

where the powers of the Planck scale appear as φ
is normalised in Planck units and derivatives appear
suppressed by powers of Λ. This expansion is valid
in the regime where ∂/Λ . 1 corresponding to
distances larger than 1/Λ. In practice, the length
scale 1/Λ of interest is much shorter than the typical
scales probed by gravitational physics observations and
experiments implying that the leading term B0(φ)
dominates. Similarly as we can expand B0 in powers
of φ

B0(φ) =
∑
n≥0

B0,n
φn

mn
Pl

(7)

and in the small φ regime corresponding to the screened
theories that we will consider, the leading contribution

comes from the constant term B0,n = 2 normalised as
in (3). In the regime where ∂/Λ � 1 as will be the
case for coupling scales Λ in the MeV range, the effect
of the disformal coupling can be treated in perturbation
theory using for instance a ladder expansion for the
solutions of the Klein-Gordon equation [66]. The zeroth
order in the disformal interaction corresponds to a scalar-
tensor theory with the conformal coupling A(φ) only. In
the presence of non-relativistic matter the Klein-Gordon
equation reads [73, 84, 85, 103]

�φ =
∂Veff

∂φ
(8)

where the effective potential is given by

Veff(φ) = V (φ) + (A(φ)− 1)ρm (9)

where ρm is the conserved matter density in the Einstein
frame. It is related to the Einstein matter density by
ρE = A(φ)ρm. The chameleon and Damour-Polyakov
mechanisms operate when the effective potential has a
unique minimum φ(ρm) which depends on the matter
density.

A typical example is given by the inverse power-law
chameleon where [73]

V (φ) =
M4+n

φn
+ . . . (10)

and the coupling function A(φ) = eβφ/mPl . The runaway
potential of the quintessence type [19] V (φ) is stabilised
by the matter contributions with

φ(ρm) = (
nM4+nmPl

βρm
)1/n+1. (11)

Notice that φ(ρm) � mPl as soon as M � mPl. This
implies that A(φ(ρm) ' 1 and that the Einstein and
conserved matter densities are essentially equal. The
mass of the chameleon is given by the second derivative
of the effective potential

m2(ρm) =
d2Veff(φ)

dφ2
|φ(ρm) (12)

which grows with the matter density in ρ
(n+2)/2(n+1)
m .

This is the defining property of screened models, i.e. the
mass of the stabilised scalar field grows rapidly with the
matter density.

This has important consequences for compact objects
that we will treat as composed of non-relativistic matter
in the first place [104]. In this case, the scalar field
profiles takes two different characteristic shapes. In the
screened regime, the scalar field is nearly constant inside
the body, that we consider as spherical for simplification’s
sake, with a value given by φin = φ(ρin). Here ρin is the
density inside the object. This is guaranteed as long as
minR� 1 where min is the mass of the scalar field inside
the body. Outside the field extrapolates to the outside
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value φout = φ(ρout) where ρout is the matter density
in the environment surrounding the compact object. For
typical models such as the inverse chameleons φin � φout.
Outside the objects the field behaves as

φ = φout −
βeff

4πmPl

M

r
(13)

where the effective coupling of the scalar field to the
compact object is given by

βeff =
φout − φin

2mPlΦN (R)
' φout

2mPlΦN (R)
. (14)

Here ΦN (R) = GM/R is the absolute value of Newton’s
potential at the surface of the object. The screening
criterion is simply that the compact object couples
less strongly than a point particle embedded in the
surrounding environment

βeff ≤ β(φout) (15)

where

β(φ) = mPl
d lnA

dφ
(16)

is the coupling of a point particle to the scalar field.
One important point is that from the point of view of
an outside observer, the compact object behaves like a
point particle coupled to the scalar field with a strength
βeff . As the field is nearly constant inside the body and
φin/mPl � 1 implying that A(φin) ' 1, the mass of
the field in the Einstein frame ME corresponding to the
source for the gravitational field in the Poisson equation
coincides with the conserved mass M as

ME =

∫
d3rA(φ(r))ρm '

∫ R

0

d3rA(φin)ρm

'
∫ R

0

d3rρm = M.

(17)

For screened models, the mass of the object can be
identified with the mass in GR in the absence of scalar
field.

On the other hand when screening does not operate,
i.e. when (15) is not satisfied, the field inside the object
is nearly constant and equal to φout. In this case, the
object behaves for an outside observer as a point-particle
with the coupling β(φout) and a mass M which does not
differ from the mass in GR.

These results have been deduced in the case of non-
relativistic matter. They can be extended to the case of
matter where the pressure does not vanish. In this case
the generalised Tolman-Oppenheimer-Volkov equations
including the scalar constributions must be solved [105].
In fact for screened models satisfying the solar system
constraints the field profile is still sharp and the previous
results apply [64]. In particular, the mass of the object

is still given by its GR value and the body behaves like
a point-like particle with an effective charge depending
on the environment. In the unscreened case, the scalar
field is not perturbed by the presence of the objects
and the previous results also apply. For objects where
the screening is rather weak and the field profile is not
sharp, numerical methods are necessary in order to solve
the generalised TOV equations. This goes beyond the
present paper.

The screened and unscreened cases behave very
differently when it comes to the gravitational tests in
the solar system and the radiation of scalar waves. In
the screened case, the coupling to scalars must be small
enough to evade tests such as the Cassini bound [72]
when the effective coupling of the Sun is small enough.
This gives a constraint on the physics of the scalar
field in the solar system, i.e. φout and β(φout) must
be such that (15) is satisfied for Φ� ∼ 10−6. For
pulsars, we have seen that they would behave like point-
particles for the scalar field with a coupling (14) which
would depend on the pulsar’s environment via φout and
the pulsar’s Newtonian potential. For binary system
composed of two screened stars, the coupling would differ
if their Newtonian potentials are not equal. In this case,
scalar radiation in the form of dipolar radiation must
be taken into account [106]. Constraints from pulsar
timing would result in bounds on the scalar value φout

in the pulsar’s environment. On the other hand for the
unscreened case, the coupling β(φout) must be tuned to
be small enough in the solar system to pass the Cassini
bound. In the case of pulsars, the constraints are then
on β(φout) in the pulsar’s environment. In particular,
as the objects are universally coupled to the scalar field,
the dipolar radiation vanishes and only the monopole and
quadrupole radiations matter.

B. Screening vs Scalarisation

The screening mechanisms that we have reviewed in
the previous section are inspired by the physics of the
acceleration of the Universe. On large scale where the
density is small, the scalar should have large effects on the
dynamics of the Universe and therefore should not couple
weakly. On the other hand, locally in the solar system
the scalar should be screened to pass the gravitational
tests. This is what has been achieved with models for
which the effective mass in dense objects is large, i.e.
preventing any strong interaction between the scalar field
and the object. Only a thin shell at the surface of the
object interacts with the scalar field, hence drastically
reducing its coupling to the scalar.

Scalarisation [86, 107] appears in a different context
whereby scalar effects are enhanced in the strong field
regime of objects such as neutron stars. In sparse
environments, the scalar field essentially decouples from
matter whilst its coupling is driven to larger values
in dense matter. This is in effect an anti-screening
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behaviour. This can be simply exemplified in the non-
relativistic case with a simple scalar-tensor theory defined
by a massive scalar field of potential [88, 89]

V (φ) =
1

2
m2φ2 (18)

and a coupling function

A(φ) = e−aφ
2/2m2

Pl (19)

where a is a constant. In the absence of surrounding
matter, point particles couples to the scalar with a
strength

β(φ) = −a φ

mPl
. (20)

In vacuum, the effective potential reduces to V (φ) whose
minimum is for φ̄ = 0 implying that the scalar decouples
from point-particles β(φ̄) = 0. Obviously this is the
opposite effect that one would like to achieve to generate
modifications of gravity on the largest scales of the
Universe. On the other hand, a remarkable effect
takes place in dense matter from which compact objects
potentially couple strongly to the scalar field.

This can be understood by studying the non-
relativistic limit where the background space-time metric
is taken to be flat and matter is pressure-less. When
matter is present the coupling function add a potential
term in

(A(φ)− 1)ρm ' −a
ρm
m2

Pl

φ2 + . . . (21)

corresponding to a destabilisation of the scalar field by a
negative contribution to the scalar mass. The vanishing
value of the scalar field is not stable for densities

ρm ≥
m2m2

Pl

a
. (22)

This is an anti-symmetron effect [80] whilst the
symmetron contribution to the mass is positive in
matter. This instability is eventually stabilised for a non-
vanishing value of the field φ(ρm) satisfying dVeff/dφ = 0
implying that

e−aφ(ρm)2/2m2
Pl =

m2m2
Pl

aρm
(23)

and therefore

A(φ(ρm)) =
m2m2

Pl

aρm
. (24)

The coupling of the scalar to a point particle β(φm)

increases like ln1/2(ρm) implying that the scalar field
couples stronger to point particles in matter than in
vacuum.

When it comes to the field profile created by an object
of radius R and density ρm, the field interpolates between

a vanishing value in vacuum at infinity and a value
which would converge to φ(ρm) inside very large objects.
Scalarisation takes place when mR is bounded and the
field evolves significantly inside the object. As A(φ)
interpolates between a value of unity at infinity and
a very different value which could be (24) deep inside
the objects for large bodies, we see that the Einstein
frame density ρE varies substantially with the scalar field
and is not equal to the conserved density ρm as in the
screened case. This implies that the Einstein mass ME

which sources the Poisson equation for the Newtonian
potential does not coincide with the conserved mass M .
The Einstein mass depends on the details of the scalar
field profile in the object. Moreover the scalar coupling
of the object depends on the profiles and becomes non-
universal triggering the possibility of dipolar emission in
binary system [106]. We give a simplified treatment of
the scalar profile in the non-relativistic approximation in
the appendix A.

In the case of relativistic objects like neutron stars
where pressure must be taken into account, the simple
description given by the non-relativistic case must be
complemented with a numerical integration of the TOV
equations. Still the effects of the scalar field on the mass
of the objects must be taken into account. This is very
different from the case of screened scalars where such an
effect of the scalar field is absent.

C. The effective point-particle Lagrangian

In this paper we will focus on screened models in their
unscreened regime where the coupling of the scalar field
to matter is universal and depends on the environment.
The case for which compact objects are screened is left
future works.

The dynamics of gravity interacting with a massless
scalar field are described by

S =

∫
d4x
√
−g
(

R

16πG
− 1

2
gµνφ,µφ,ν

)
+ Sm(ψi, g

J
µν),

(25)
where matter fields are denoted by ψi and their action
by Sm. In the following we will take the matter
action to be the one of point-like particles and the
scalar potential to be vanishing. This will provide an
appropriate description of the dynamics of macroscopic
objects like neutron stars as long as finite size effects can
be neglected. This setting applies to screened models
where the scalar field between massive objects is assumed
to be very light and the coupling to matter depends on
the environment and is universal for different objects. In
a different environment, the coupling would differ as the
background density and distribution of the surrounding
objects would be different. Our model can therefore
be seen as an effective description of the long range
interaction between massive objects mediated by such
an unscreened scalar with the coupling β ≡ β(φout)
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which depends on the environment. In practice, we will
require that the scalar field is massless on the size of
the solar system corresponding to an estimated 100 a.u.
and the mass mφ . 10−20 eV. Larger masses by two
orders of magnitude would still be considered as massless
for double pulsars but not in the solar system where
the time delay effects would have to be modified, i.e.
the enhancement of Newton’s constant for time delays
would not be present for a massive field. To simplify
the analysis we will also assume that the coupling in the
pulsar’s environment is the same as the one in the solar
system. If this is not the case then two couplings βP and
βSS would have to be introduced for the pulsars and the
solar system.

In [66, 68] the Lagrangian for the reduced action for
two isolated bodies was derived and reads

L = L0 + c−2LDis + c−2L1 +O(c−4), (26)

with:

L0 =
1

2
v2 + (1 + 2β2)

GM

r
,

LDis = ξ (r)
(
v2 − 2(v · n̂)2

)
.

L1 =
1− 3ν

8
v4 +

GM

2r
[(3− 2β2 +

ν(1 + 2β2))v2 + ν(v · n̂)2 − (1 + 2β2)
GM

r
],

(27)

and the dimensionless function ξ (r) is defined as:

ξ (r) =
4β2GM2

Λ4r4
. (28)

The β parameter characterises the conformal interaction
and the dimensionless function ξ(r) the disformal
coupling. When β and 1/Λ go to zero the action reduces
to the standard Einstein-Infeld-Hoffmann (EIH) action
[108]. µ is the reduced mass and M is the total mass
of the system, r is the separation and v is the relative
velocity. ν is the ratio between the reduced mass and the
total mass ν = µ/M , with 0 ≤ ν ≤ 1/4. Since v ·n̂ = ṙ we
get that the energy per units of reduced mass ε = E/µ is

ε =
1

2
v2− (1+2β2)

GM

r
+ ξ (r)

(
v2 − 2ṙ2

)
+ c−2ε1, (29)

with the 1st PPN correction

ε1 =
3

8
(1− 3ν)v4 +

GM

2r
[(3− 2β2 +

ν(1 + 2β2))v2 + νṙ2 + (1 + 2β2)
GM

r
],

(30)

and the angular momentum per units of reduced mass
j = J/µ is

~j =
[
1 + 2ξ(r) + c−2j1

]
~r × ~v (31)

FIG. 2. Illustration of the mean (η) vs. the true (θ) anomaly.
Their relation depends on the eccentricity of the trajectory.

where

j1 =
v2

2
(1− 3ν) + (3− 2β2 + ν(1 + 2β2))

GM

r
. (32)

Although ~j is conserved, the vector ~r × ~v is not. While
~r×~v no longer has a constant magnitude, it has a constant
direction. This is sufficient to establish that the orbital
motion takes place within a fixed orbital plane, just as in
the Newtonian case.

III. QUASI-KEPLERIAN SOLUTION

A. Newtonian case

In order to study the dynamics following from the
above Lagrangian, we start by reviewing the mean and
true anomaly formalism together with the Keplerian
parameterisation for the Newtonian motion [109]. The
conservation of energy and angular momentum reads

ε =
1

2
ṙ2 +

j2

2r2
− GM

r
, j = r2θ̇, (33)

where ε is the total energy per unit of reduced mass, j is
the total angular momentum per unit of reduced mass, r
is the separation between the bodies and the dot is the
derivative with respect to time. In order to solve the two-
body problem, it is useful to parameterize the separation
as

r/a = 1− e cos η. (34)

e is the eccentricity, a is the semi-major axis. The
exact solution of Eq. (33) is described by the well-known
relations

nb (t− t0) = η − e sin η, θ = ν̃e. (35)
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FIG. 3. The effective potential for the 1st Post Newtonian
correction. The blue curve shows the PN case, the orange
curve shows the conformal modification (with β2) and
the green curve shows the modification with the disformal
interaction (with Λ).

nb = 2π/Pb is the frequency whilst ν̃ is defined via

ν̃e ≡ 2 arctan

[√
1 + e

1− e
tan

η

2

]
. (36)

This provides the Newtonian relationship between the
mean anomaly η and the true anomaly θ. In the
Newtonian case, two angles are used to describe the
instantaneous position of the reduced body of mass µ
on the ellipse, namely θ, i.e. the true anomaly and η, i.e.
the mean anomaly. Fig. 2 shows the two anomalies and
the relation between them.

The orbital parameters are related to the energy and
the angular momentum via

a =

√
−GM

2ε
, e2 = 1 + 2l2ε, nb =

(−2ε)
3/2

GM
, (37)

which corresponds to the Keplerian 3rd law n =√
GM/a3.

B. Conformal Interaction

We now consider the general case and reinstate the
conformal and the disformal interactions up the 1st PN
correction. In this case we find that the equations of
motion obtained from the Lagrangian with the conformal
and disformal corrections become

ṙ2 =

5∑
i=1

αi
ri
, θ̇r2 =

4∑
i=1

γi
ri
, (38)

with the couplings listed below for completeness

α0 = 2ε

(
1 +

3

2
(3ν − 1)

ε

c2

)
α1 = 2GM

(
1 +

ε

c2
(7ν − 6) + 2β2(1 +

2ε

c2
)

)
α2 = −j2

(
1− 2(1− 3ν)

ε

c2

)
+
(
5ν − 10 + 2β2(12ν − 11)

)(GM
c

)2

α3 =
(
8− (3 + 8β2)ν

) GMj2

c2

α4 = ε
16β2GM2

Λ4
,

α5 =
16β2G2M3

Λ4
,

γ0 = j
(

1 + (3ν − 1)
ε

c2

)
,

γ1 =
(
(2 + 4β2)ν − 4

) GMj

c2
,

γ2 = γ3 = 0, γ4 = −8β2GjM2

Λ4
.

(39)

The GR case gives only contributions to the orders
between 0 and 3 for the α parameters and 0 to 1 for
the γ parameters. The higher order terms emerge from
the disformal interaction as they depend on the coupling
Λ. The solution for the system is similar to the 3PN
solution in the GR case with modified couplings. We will
review how to describe the orbits below.

For the limit Λ→∞ there are only modifications from
the conformal coupling. Based on identities from [52] (see
appendix B) the solution for this case reads

n(t− t0) = η − et sin η,
2π

Φ
(θ − θ0) = ν̃eθ , (40)

where the relation between the mean and true anomalies
now involves the angular eccentricity eθ whilst the orbital
radius evolves according to r/aR = 1 − eR cos η. All
in all, this requires the definition of four parameters
(aR, eR, et, eθ). The parameters are given by

n =
(−2ε)

3/2

GM

(
1− 2β2 − ε

4c2
(β2(6ν + 62) + ν − 15)

)
,

aR = −GM
4ε

(
2 + 4β2 − ε

c2
(2β2(ν + 1) + ν − 7)

)
,

e2
R − 1 = 2(1− 4β2)λ

+
ε

c2
(
2(14β2 + ν − 6) + λ(−20β2ν + 92β2 + 5ν − 15)

)
,

e2
t − 1 = 2(1− 4β2)λ

+
ε

c2
(4β2(−5νλ+ 23λ+ 7) + 5(ν − 3)λ+ 2(ν − 6)),

e2
θ − 1 =

4ε

c2
(β2(ν + 7)− 3)

+λ2(4β2(
ε

c2
(ν + 23)− 2) +

ε

c2
(ν − 15) + 2), (41)
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where λ = εj2/G2M2 is a dimensionless parameter.
Finally for the precession we have

∆θ =
Φ

2π
− 1 =

6πGM

ac2(1− e2)

(
1− 2

3
β2

)
. (42)

It is useful to use the relation

eR
et

= 1 +
GM

aRc2

[
4− 3

2
ν + β2 (8− 7ν)

]
, (43)

that connects the time eccentricity and the radial
eccentricity. As expected, for the limit β → 0 the
solutions from [52] are recovered.

C. Conformal and disformal interactions

To address the effect of the disformal coupling, we
follow the approach of [53, 54]. First we attempt to
solve the radial equation (38). We can write the radial
equation using the Binet variable s = 1/r

ṡ

s4
=
(
β0 + β1s+ β2s

2 + β3s
3
)

(s− s−) (s− s+) . (44)

The full β terms can be found in Appendix C. This
equation has two non-zero roots s±. The eccentricity eR
and semi major axis aR are defined using the periastron
and the perihelion via aR = (s− + s+)/(2s−s+) and
eR = (s− − s+)/(s− + s+) leading to

aR = −GM
4ε

(
2 + 4β2 − ε

c2
(2β2(ν + 1) + ν − 7)

)
−32β2M3

Λ4j6

(
εj2 +G2M2

)
,

e2
R − 1 = 2(1− 4β2)λ

+
ε

c2
(
2(14β2 + ν − 6) + λ(−20β2ν + 92β2 + 5ν − 15)

)
− 64β2ε

GΛ4j6

(
5ε2j4 + 10εG2j2M2 + 4G4M4

)
. (45)

Using the Taylor expansion of (1 +x)1/2, it is possible to
solve for the time dependence by inverting Eq. (44)

t− t0 =

∫ s−

s

ds
A0 +A1s+A2s

2 +A3s
3√

(s− s−)(s+ − s)s2
. (46)

with the A coefficients given in Appendix (C). One can
derive the modified 3rd Keplerian law via the complete
integral

∫ s−
s+

, that gives the period P . The frequency of
the motion then reads

n√
GM/a3

R

= 1− β2 +
GM

2aRc2
(ν − 9 + 2β2(2ν + 1)

−96GβM2

Λ4j6

(
εj2 +G2M2

)
.

(47)

The conformal coupling changes the rate in the Keplerian
3rd law via the relativistic correction factor GM/aRc

2.
The angular equation (38) becomes dθ/ds = dθ̇/dṡ and
can be expressed as

θ − θ0 =

∫ s−

s

ds
C0 + C1s+ C2s

2 + C3s
3√

(s− s−)(s+ − s)
. (48)

Next, one can calculate the advance of the perihelion Φ
during a full orbit by taking the limits s− to s+

Φ = 2

∫ s−

s+

ds
C0 + C1s+ C2s

2 + C3s
3√

(s− s−)(s+ − s)
. (49)

The precession gives the modified relation

k =
3GM

ac2(1− e2)

(
1− 2

3
β2 +

5β2M

6πΛ4a3 (1− e2)
3

)
, (50)

where 2πk = (Φ/2π − 1). This expression was already
derived in [66, 68] using the Binet equation. The above
derivation uses the quasi Keplerian parameterisation
where we have reduced the description of the motion to
a single integral (46) which generalises the description of
the two-body motion in general relativity and appears
to be akin to a 3PN parametrisation. This coincidence
could become important as tests of GR become more and
more precise, i.e. the scalar interactions could appear as
systematic corrections to the expected result in GR at
the 3PN order.

We will use the periastron advance of binary pulsars
defined as:

ω̇ =
k

n
=

(mT�)
2/3

n
5/3
b

1− e2

[
3− 2β2 +

5εΛ
2πT�Λ2

]
, (51)

where T� = GM�/c
2 is the solar mass in time units and

Pb is the orbital period of the binary system. The effects
of the conformal and disformal interaction appear as two
additive corrections depending on β2 and εΛ respectively.

IV. RADIATION EMISSION

Dissipation in two-body problems is discussed from a
phenomenological point of view in [68, 110, 111]. The
best modern timing model introduces the orbital period
derivative

η − e sin η = 2π

[(
t− t0
Pb

)
− Ṗb

2

(
t− t0
Pb

)2
]
, (52a)

θ − θ0 =
ω̇

nb
ν̃e. (52b)

The first equation deforms the relation between the
mean anomaly and time by introducing a dependence
on the energy loss, and the second modifies the relation
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between the true and mean anomaly. Ref. [68] shows
that such terms emerge from modified gravity due to the
energy loss for binary objects and calculates in detail
the scalar radiation emission. This section derives the
corresponding PKP for the dissipating conformal and
disformal dark energy by inferring the radiation reaction
force in a manner akin to the standard GR treatment.

A. Dissipation

The scalar field radiates energy away from the binary
system as shown in [68]. This can be captured using an
effective expansion of the interaction Lagrangian between
the long wavelength field φ̄, i.e. the radiated field, once
the short wavelength degrees of freedom corresponding to
the scalar reaction to the motion of the two point masses
has been integrated out. This reads explicitly

S
(φ)
int =

1

mPl

∫
dt

(
Iφφ̄+ Iiφ∂iφ̄+

1

2
Iijφ ∂i∂j φ̄

)
(53)

where the multipole moments, characteristic of the
binary system, are given by

Iφ ≡
∫
d3x

(
J +

1

6
∂2
t Jx

2

)
,

Iiφ ≡
∫
d3xJxi , Iijφ ≡

∫
d3xJ

(
xixj − 1

3
x2δij

)
.

(54)

From this expression, the power radiated into the scalar
field reads

Pφ = 2G

[〈
İ2
φ

〉
+

1

3

〈
ÏiφÏ

i
φ

〉
+

1

30

〈...
I
ij
φ

...
I
ij
φ

〉]
(55)

where the average is taken over many gravitational wave
cycles. This is the scalar counterpart of the GR power
radiated

Ph =
G

5

〈...
I
ij
h

...
I
ij
h

〉
(56)

where Iijh ≡
∫
d3xT 00

(
xixj − 1

3x
2δij

)
is the

gravitational quadrupole of the source. Working at
leading order in the velocity expansion, the scalar
current J is simply given by

Jv0 = −β
(
mAδ

3(~x− ~xA) +mBδ
3(~x− ~xB)

)
, (57)

i.e. this is nothing but the direct coupling between
the point sources and the scalar field. The relativistic
corrections to the current J come by integrating out
the short distance degrees of freedom and give for the
conformal part

Jv2 = β

(
mA

v2
A

2
δ3(~x− ~xA) + (A↔ B)

)
+β

GmAmB

|~xA − ~xB |
(
δ3(~x− ~xA) + (A↔ B)

)
.

(58)

and for the disformal part

Jdisf = 4β
GmAmB

Λ2

d2

dt2
δ3(~x− ~xA) + (A↔ B)

|~xA − ~xB |
. (59)

The main contribution of the disformal current Jdisf

comes from the monopole at quadratic order in the
velocities whilst higher order multipoles are suppressed
by velocity powers . The dipole and quadrupole emission
terms are only dependent on Jv0 at this order

Iijφ = −β
(
mA

(
xixj − 1

3
x2δij

)
+ (A↔ B)

)
Iiφ = −β

(
mAx

i
A + (A↔ B)

)
.

(60)

As the conformal coupling β is universal, the dipole
contribution to the radiated power vanishes, because its
second derivative is zero by the centre-of-mass theorem
at lowest order in the velocity. The lowest order
contribution to the monopole coming from Jv0 vanishes
as Iφ, v0 = −β(mA + mB) is conserved. The next
contribution to the monopole starts at the quadratic
order in the velocities and reads

Iφ, v2+disf =
β

6
(mAv

2
A +mBv

2
B) +

β

3
(7 + 2β2)

Gm1m2

|~xA − ~xB |

+ 8β
GmAmB

Λ2

d2

dt2
1

|~xA − ~xB |
.

(61)

At this order the conservation of energy implies that
mA

v2A
2 +mB

v2B
2 '

G(1+2β2)mAmB
|~xA−~xB | and therefore

Iφ, v2+disf = 4βGmAmB

×
(

2 + β2

3|~xA − ~xB |
+

2

Λ2

d2

dt2
1

|~xA − ~xB |

)
.

(62)

This can be used to deduce the radiation reaction force
acting on the binary system.

B. Radiation reaction force

We are interested in deriving the secular effects of the
radiated power on the trajectories of the reduced two-
body system in the centre of mass frame. As we are
considering the non-relativistic regime and we shall focus
on the effect of energy loss at leading order, we can write

dε

dt
= − ~Fd.~v (63)

where ~Fd is the reduced force acting on the reduced
particle in the centre of mass frame. We can identify
the dissipative force by integrating over a closed orbit of
period T

−
∫ T

0

dt µFd.~v = 2G

∫ T

0

dt [İ2
φ +

1

3
ÏiφÏ

i
φ

+
1

30

...
I
ij
φ

...
I
ij
φ +

1

10

...
I
ij
h

...
I
ij
h ].

(64)
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For universal couplings, the dipole radiation vanishes.
Let us start with the monopole. It is convenient to
rewrite

Iφ = βµ

[
4

3
v2 +

8GM

Λ2

d2

dt2

(
1

r

)]
(65)

where the conservation of energy at leading order has
been used. After one integration by parts we can identify
the drag force corresponding to an effective viscosity

~F
(0)
drag =

8

3
GβÏφ~v. (66)

This term involves a friction term which depends on the
derivative of the acceleration. There is also a reaction
term

~F (0)
re =

16G2βM

Λ2r2
I

(3)
φ n̂ (67)

which involves only the disformal term and the third time
derivative of the scalar monopole.

The quadrupole dissipation term is similar to the one
in GR, i.e. we find after two integrations by parts

~F
(2)
d = (1 +

β2

3
)~FGR (68)

where the GR force contains only a radiation reaction
components with

F iGR =
2G

5
rjQ

(5)ij
h (69)

involving the fifth time derivative of the quadrupole.
We have used that in the centre of mass frame, the
quadrupole moment reads

Qij = µ(rirj − δij

3
r2). (70)

In conclusion, we find that dissipation due to the scalar
field gives rise to an enhanced quadrudople radiation
reaction and introduces two new forces from monopole
radiation. One of them is characteristic of the disformal
interaction and involves a modification of Newton’s law
proportional to the third time derivative of the monopole.
All these interaction are of higher order and therefore
potentially break causality. We will only consider them
as perturbations to the GR trajectories.

C. Reduced equations of motion

Assuming that the main effect on the correction to the
trajectories comes from the radiation reaction force, we
can write in the centre of mass frame

~̈r = −GM
r2

n̂+ ~Fd (71)

0 5 10 15

0

50

100

150

200

t/T

a

0 5 10 15
0.875

0.880

0.885

0.890

0.895

0.900

t/T

e

FIG. 4. An illustration of the GR (blue) and disformal effects
(yellow) for ε2 = 0.1, e = 0.9 and β2 = 0.01, ε(0)

diff = 0.06.
The upper plot shows a and the lower one e.

where ~Fd = ~F (0)
d + ~F (2)

d . It is possible to separate the
force ~Fd into a radial R and into a tangential parts S:

~Fd = R n̂+ S θ̂. (72)

We use the cylindrical coordinate system (r, θ, z). The
conformal and the disformal interaction effects are in the
plane (r, θ). The loss for the angular momentum reads

d

dt
r2θ̇ =

(
~r ∧ ~Fd

)
· ẑ =

4Gβ(2 + β2)

3(1 + 2β2)
Ïφr

2θ̇ + (1 +
β2

3
)
2G

5
εzkirkrjQ

(5)ij
h

(73)

The last term is the rescaled effect of the quadrupole
radiation on the angular momentum. The first term is
simply the effect of the monopole scalar radiation. Notice
that the monopole Iφ is given by (65). Moreover both
the monopole and the quadrupole are proportional to
the reduced mass µ. As a result, the effect of radiation
will be proportional to ν.

Since the forces include high derivatives of the
separation and the anomaly, one can use perturbation
theory in the Newtonian solution to reduce the higher
derivatives. More explicitly, we use the relations in the
Appendix D. For instance, the relation θ̈ = −2ṙθ̇/r
emerges from the conservation of the angular momentum
l = r2θ̇, at 1st order. The relation (65) becomes:

Iφ =
2

3
βµ

(
ṙ2 + r2θ̇2 +

12GM

Λ2r4

(
GM + 2rṙ2 − θ̇2r3

))
.

(74)
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Consequently, the modification for the force read

Rdrag =
32β2G2µMṙ

9r4
α̃+

64β2G2µMṙ

3Λ2r7
β̃,

Sdrag =
32β2G2µMθ̇

9r3
α̃+

64β2G2µMθ̇

3Λ2r6
β̃,

(75)

where

α̃ = GM + 2rṙ2 − r3θ̇2,

β̃ = 8G2M2 − r3θ̇2
(
17GM + 72rṙ2

)
+58GMrṙ2 + 24r2ṙ4 + 9r6θ̇4.

(76)

together with

Rre = −64β2G3µM2ṙ

3Λ2r7

(
8GM + 6rṙ2 − 9r3θ̇2

)
, Sre = 0,

(77)

and the quadrupolar expressions

R(2)
d =

(
1 +

β2

3

)
16G2Mµṙ

15c5r4

(
4GM + 3rṙ2 + 3r3θ̇2

)
,

S(2)
d = −

(
1 +

β2

3

)
8G2Mµθ̇

5c5r3

(
3GM + rṙ2 + r3θ̇2

)
.

(78)

With these relations we can write the system of equations
for the orbital parameters for the Keplerian trajectory
where we define p0 = a(1− e2). It is useful to introduce
the small parameters which govern the evolution of the
secular perturbations

ε(2) =
8

5
ν

(
GM

c2p0

)5/2

. (79)

This characterises the quadrupolar part of the evolution
equation and scales as v5/c5. Similarly for the scalar part
we can distinguish the conformal part which depends on

ε
(0)
conf = β2ε(2) (80)

and a disformal part

ε
(0)
diff =

8

5
ν

(
GM

p0

)7/2
β2

p2
0Λ2

(81)

Notice that the ratio of the dimensionless parameters is
the parameter εΛ that also appears in the precession term

ε
(0)
diff

ε(0)
= εΛ =

(βn/Λ)
2

(1− e3)
3 , (82)

which is of order v7/c7. As a result the radial force reads

Rdrag = ε(2) 2eGMs

3p2
0

(ce+ 1)3
(
10ce+ 3e2 + 7

)
,

Rre = −β2ε(2) 2eGMs

9p2
0

(ce+ 1)3
(
15c2e

2 − 8e2 − 7
)
,

R(2)
d = ε

(0)
diff

5eGMs

3p2
0

(ce+ 1)5

×(5e2
(
c2
(
40− 12e2

)
+ 3e (7c4e+ 16c3)

)
−16c

(
e2 − 6

)
e+ 27e4 + 40e2 + 8). (83)

Similarly, the tangential force becomes

Sdrag = −ε(2)GM

p2
0

(ce+ 1)4
(
5ce+ e2 + 4

)
,

Sre = −β2ε(2)GM

9p2
0

(ce+ 1)4
(
5e (6c2e+ 7c)− 7e2 + 12

)
,

S(2)
d = ε

(0)
diff

5eGM

3p2
0

(ce+ 1)6

×(c
(
8− 58e2

)
+ 20c2e

(
5− 3e2

)
+3e

(
35e (c4e+ 2c3) + 9e2 − 4

)
).

(84)

The secular variations for the orbital parameters becomes

〈ȧ〉sec = −
√
GM

a

1

72 (e2 − 1)
×

(2ε2
(
96
(
β2 + 3

)
+
(
77β2 + 111

)
e4 +

(
452β2 + 876

)
e2
)

−45e2
(
27e6 + 472e4 + 592e2 + 64

)
ε
(0)
diff)

〈ṗ〉sec = −
(
1− e2

)3/2√GM

p0

(
ε(2) +

1

3
ε
(0)
conf

)(
1 +

7

8
e2

)
〈ė〉sec
e

= −
(
1− e2

)3/2
144

√
GM

p3
0

×

(45ε
(0)
diff

(
27e6 + 472e4 + 592e2 + 64

)
−2ε(2)

(
464β2 +

(
161β2 + 363

)
e2 + 912

)
).

(85)

Using astronomical units, the time drift of the
eccentricity becomes

ė

e
= −304

15
T

5/3
�

mpmc

m1/3

(
Pb
2π

)−8/3 1 + 121
304e

2

(1− e2)
5/2[

1 + β2 161e2 + 464

363e2 + 912
−

15εΛ
(
27e6 + 472e4 + 592e2 + 64

)
2 (121e2 + 304)

]
.

(86)

In the case of β → 0 and εΛ → 0, these terms reduce
to the known terms in [112]. Fig. 4 illustrates the
evolution of p and e vs. time t using the true anomaly θ
parameterization. The impact of the disformal coupling
is such that it changes the evolution of e and p on average,
i.e. in a secular way.
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We note that the time variation in the eccentricity
due to the scalar interactions is very different from
the Kozai-Lidov effect discussed in [113] and in [114]
where a third, distant, body distorts the eccentricity
of the binaries potentially causing oscillations. In the
Kozai-Lidov case, radiative effects are not taken into
account, unlike in our work. Given the very different
behaviour between the Kozai-Lidov effect and the time
variation on the eccentricity induced by radiative loss,
the two phenomena should be distinguishable in future
experiments which would be sensitive enough to observe
such time variations.

D. Emitted power and time variation of the period

The total emitted power splits into the power lost into
gravitons and the one lost into the scalar field. The
emitted power reads on average

P = 〈 ~F · ~v〉 = 〈Rṙ + S θ̇ r〉. (87)

For the graviton case the emitted power for elliptic orbits
is known from the Peter-Mathews formula [115]:

Ph = −
195πT

5/3
�

5n5/3

mpmc

m1/3
f1(e) , (88)

where m is the total mass of the system and:

f1(e) =
1 + 73

24e
2 + 37

96e
4

(1− e2)7/2
. (89)

The scalar quadrupole (54) is proportional to the
gravitational quadrupole, i.e.

P quad
φ =

β2

3
Ph . (90)

The scalar dipole is zero as the coupling β is universal.
We are left to calculate the monopole power starting
from eq. (62). As a consequence of the loss of power,
the variation of the orbital period reads:

Ṗ = −
195πT

5/3
�

5n5/3

mpmc

m1/3

×
[
(1 +

β2

3
)f1(e) +

10

9
β2 f2(e)− εΛ

20

3
f3(e),

]
, (91)

with

f2(e) =
e2
(
1 + 1

4e
2
)

(1− e2)7/2
,

f3(e) =
e2
(
1 + 37

4 e
2 + 59

8 e
4 + 27

64e
6
)

(1− e2)13/2
. (92)

The expression for Ṗ was obtained originally in [68]
and is confirmed here from the averaged loss due to the
radiation reaction force.
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FIG. 5. Conformal coupling constraint from different events
in comparison to the Cassini constraint (in gray). The subplot
shows the double pulsar constraint (green) and the combined
constraint (red) which is comparable to the Cassini upper
bound.
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FIG. 6. Conformal and disformal coupling constraints from
different events in comparison to the Cassini constraint (in
gray). The subplot shows the double pulsar constraint (green)
and the combined constraint (red) which is comparable to the
Cassini upper bound.
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In GR, the PKP depend only on the two unknown
masses of the pulsar mp and its companion mc. When
a light scalar is present, the PK parameters contain the
conformal and the disformal interactions strengths. The
full Time of Arrival (TOA) data allows one to constrain
these parameters efficiently. We use different events, i.e.
PSR B1913+16 [93], PSR J1906+0746 [116], PSR J1141-
6545 [117], PSR B2127+11C [118], PSR B1534+12 [119],
PSR J0737-3039A/B [120]. We have chosen these events
as they have the most precise measurements of the PKP
and the highest orbital frequencies, i.e. they provide the
most stringent constraint on the disformal coupling scale.

V. TIME DELAYS

In this section, we will describe the time delay between
the signals emitted for instance by binary pulsars and the
reception by detectors on Earth. For this, let us recall
that the best available approximation for an inertial
reference frame is that of the Solar System barycentre.
The required transformation between the observer’s time
τ , and the emission time t from a distant object such as
a pulsar is

t−τ = −D
f2

+∆R�+∆E�−∆S�−∆R−∆E−∆S , (93)

where D/f2 accounts for the dispersive delay in seconds
of the observed pulse relative to infinite frequency; the
parameter D is derived from the pulsar’s dispersion
measurements. There are three time delays we take into
account in this formula. First there is the Roemer delay,
∆R�, which takes corresponds to the travel time across
the Solar System based on the relative positions of the
pulsar and the telescope. Then there is the Einstein
delay, ∆E�, which accounts for the time dilation and the
gravitational redshifts due to the Sun and other masses
in the Solar System. Finally, the Shapiro delay ∆S�
expresses the excess delay to the pulsar signal as it travels
through the gravitational well of the Sun. The terms
∆R, ∆E , ∆S account for similar delays within the pulsar
binary system. The delay terms are:

∆R = x sinω(cos η − er) + x(1− e2
θ)

1/2 cosω sin η,

∆E = γE sin η,

exp

[
−∆S

2r

]
= 1− e cos η

−s
[
sinω(cos η − e) + (1− e2)1/2 cosω sin η

]
,

(94)

where γE represents the combined time dilation and
gravitational redshift due to the pulsar’s orbit, and r and
s are, respectively, the range and shape of the Shapiro
delay.

In order to derive these Post-Keplerian-Parameters
(PKP), one must track the dynamics of photons
compared to that of a light particle. The trajectories of

photons follow the null trajectories of the Jordan metric
gJµνdx

µdxν ≡ 0, where the Jordan metric is given by

gJ00 = −(1− 2Gm(1 + 2β2)

r
)

gJij = (1 +
2Gm(1− 2β2)

r
)δij +

β2G

π

m2

Λ4r4
ninj .

(95)

which involves the parallel velocity only. The study of the
time delay of radio waves compared to its counterpart in
GR is conveniently performed by introducing the metric
potential due to the presence of a point-like object

Φ(r) = ΦN (r) + β
φ(0)(r)

mPl
= −Geffm

r
, (96)

where the effective Newton constant is here Geff = (1 +
2β2)G. This is the potential which appears in gJ00. Since
this potential is modified only by the conformal coupling,
the Einstein and the Shapiro delays are modified by
replacing G → Geff. Therefore the corresponding PKP
(γ, s, r) become

γE = emc
3

√
T 2
�

nm

(
1 + 2β2

)2/3 (
1 +

mc

m

)
,

s =
xp
mc

3

√
n

1 + 2β2

m2

T�
,

r =
(
1 + 2β2

)
T�mc.

(97)

These parameters will constrain the conformal coupling
especially as β appears both in the numerator and the
denominator of these expressions, making the combined
constraint stronger.

VI. BINARY PULSARS CONSTRAINTS

A. Dataset

There are two particularly relevant sets of observations
to our study. First we will use the Hulse-Taylor Pulsar
[92], PSR B1913+16, as updated by a relativistic analysis
of 9257 measurements of times of arrival acquired over
the last 35 years [93]. The updated analysis finds that
the ratio of the observed orbital period decrease caused
by gravitational wave damping to the general relativistic
prediction is 0.9983 ± 0.0016 with very high precision.
Then there is PSR J0737-3039A/B, which is the only
known double pulsar with associated very high precision
measurements [120–123]. The system has been studied
continuously using a number of radio telescopes, with
improved data acquisition systems and better sensitivity,
resulting in much improved timing precision over time.
The latest measurement of PSR J0737-3039A/B are
published in [120] and include higher orders in the Post



14

B1913+16

J1906+0746

J1141-6545

J1756-2251

B2127+11C

B1534+12

J0737-3039

Combined
10 6

10 5

10 4

10 3

10 2

10 1

100

101

2

5.
01

e-
02

1.
62

e-
01

2.
43

e-
01

3.
06

e-
01

4.
29

e-
01

3.
01

e-
01

1.
22

e-
04

3.
93

e-
01

7.
75

e-
02

9.
00

e-
02

9.
95

e-
05

8.
4e

-0
2

2.
26

e-
05

2.
42

e-
05

2.
33

e-
05

2.
49

e-
05

Upper Bound on Conformal Coupling

B1913+16

J1906+0746

J1141-6545

J1756-2251

B2127+11C

B1534+12

J0737-3039

Combined
0.00

0.25

0.50

0.75

1.00

1.25

1.50

1.75

2.00

(M
eV

)

0.21480.2894

0.9192

0.0363

1.503

0.0512

1.4086

1.1219

Lower Bound on the Disformal Coupling

FIG. 7. Upper: Upper bound on β2 for a model with a
conformal interaction (red) and for a model with a conformal
and a disformal interaction (green). Cassini bound for β2

is presented for a comparison with a dashed line. Lower:
Lower bound on Λ for a model with conformal and disformal
interactions (green).

Newtonian expansion to guarantee a high precision on
the determination of the PKP’s. In our analysis, the
contribution of the conformal and the disformal couplings
to the PKP will be treated as perturbations compared to
the GR prediction.

The PKP’s now contain four unknown quantities
mp,mc, β,Λ which should be extracted from the
observables Pb, e, xp, r, s, Ṗb. We use an affine-invariant
Markov Chain Monte Carlo sampler [124] for the
minimisation of our likelihoods via the implementation of
the open-source package Polychord [125]. The likelihood
reads

−2 ln L (mp,mc, β,Λ) =

NPSR∑
i=1

(
ξ(mp,mc, β,Λ)− ξob

δξob

)2

(98)
where ξ is the corresponding PKP from ξ ∈
[ω̇, Ṗ , γ, r, s, q] with the error δξ. q is the ratio of the
masses q = mp/mc. The prior we consider for the PKP’s
are Gaussian priors as reported in the original papers.
For the masses we put a uniform prior of [0, 3]M�.
For the conformal interaction we set a uniform prior of

β ∈ [0, 1] and for the disformal coupling we set a uniform
prior on Λ−1 ∈ [0, nb], where nb is the corresponding
period of the system. Since the conformal interaction
could be present without the disformal interaction, we
test two different cases: only the conformal interaction
and the the conformal with the disformal interaction.

B. Results

Fig. 5 shows the posterior distribution for the
conformal coupling for a model with the conformal
interaction only. The upper limit on β2 are presented
in the upper part of fig. 7 in red. The double pulsar PSR
J0737-3039 gives the strongest upper bound on β2 (<
2.26 · 10−5) which is similar to the Cassini bound. Since
this constraint is very strong the combined constraint
with the other pulsar events is also very similar.

Fig 6 shows the posterior distribution for the conformal
and the disformal couplings for a model where both
interactions are present. The upper limit on β2 are
presented in the upper part of fig. 7 in red. The PSR
1913+16 timing gives a very strong bound on β2 ∼ 10−2.
The disformal lower limit is 0.21 MeV for that event.
The double pulsar PSR J0838-3039 A/B gives a bound of
< 2.26 ·10−5 which is similar to the combined constraints
< 2.33 · 10−5 due to the small errors for PSR J0838-3039
A/B. Correspondingly the lower bounds on Λ are of the
order 1.4 MeV which is close to the GW 170817 constraint
[126].

For the completeness of our discussion, fig. 8 introduces
the mass-mass diagram for PSR B1913+16 and PSR
J0737-3039 that give the best constraint on the light
scalar interactions. It is possible to see that all of the
parameters are intersecting at the same point for both
cases, and give a unique mass for the pulsar and its
companion. PSR B1913+16 includes larger errors for
the r curves and for the s curves, but the double pulsar
PSR J0737-3039 gives much smaller errors for the whole
case. Since these observations are in good agreement with
GR, the constraints on the light scalar interactions are
the strongest constraints obtained from Pulsar Timing
measurements. Our novel result is the tight constraint
on the conformal and disformal interactions which are
comparable to the Cassini constraint and to the GW-
170817 constraint obtained from the Shapiro delay in the
solar system and the speed of gravitational waves.

VII. CONCLUSIONS AND FUTURE
PROSPECTS

In this paper, we have described the effects of a
massless scalar field coupled to matter on the motion
of a two-body system. We have used the mean anomaly
paramerisation of the two-body motion in the presence of
the conformal and disformal interactions to derive exact
analytical solutions for the trajectories of the two objects
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indicates the measurement uncertainty of the corresponding parameter.

at the leading order in the parameters characterising both
interactions, i.e. the conformal coupling strength β and
the coupling scale Λ of the disformal interaction. We
also derive the analytical corrections to the Keplerian
3rd law and the precession of orbits. The formalism used
to study the two-body motion in the presence of scalar
interactions is similar to the one used at 3PN in GR.

The solutions to the binary motion given here in the
presence of scalar interactions can be used to create
search templates for the detection of gravitational waves
or for the improvement of the accuracy of the timing
formula used for radio observations of relativistic binary
pulsars. The steady improvement of sensitivity in
observational astrophysics will most likely make these
corrections more and more relevant. These correction
terms to the two-body motion could be used in the
analyses of future experimental data and could be seen as
systematic deviations from GR. As such, they should be
taken into account in future high precision tests of general
relativity or in the comparison of general relativity to
alternative theories.

Fig. 9 compares how different gravitational constraints
impose different bounds on β and Λ. The Cassini
bound on β2 gives . 10−5 [72]. [66] gives a bound
of Λ > 10−4 MeV for Mercury. [56] gives a bound
of the suppression scale of the disformal interaction
Λ > 0.08 MeV. [126] finds Λ > 10 MeV from the
equivalence of the speed of gravity and the speed of light
from the Neutron Star Merger GW-170817 [127]. This
is superseded by the constraints coming from horizontal
branch stars, which give Λ > 100 MeV [128]. Other limits

on Λ are discussed in [37]. The limit we obtain from the
time drift of the revolution period of binary pulsars are of
the order . 10−5 for β2 and Λ ∼ 1MeV. The constraint
from pulsar timing events is stronger than some of
these constraints and comparable to Cassini bound for
instance. This should provide the possibility that future
measurements will yield much stronger constraints from
additional and more accurate measurements.

Finally let us mention that the bounds on the disformal
coupling scale Λ obtained in the gravitational context
such as pulsar observations are weaker and superseded
by particle physics bounds, see [129], where Λ & 650 GeV
can be obtained. Now of course, nothing guarantees that
the models used to analyse pulsar data and gravitational
phenomena are still valid at collider energy scales. In
fact, it is quite likely that the low energy models used for
gravitational phenomena need to be modified at higher
energies and that there is no direct relationship between
the gravitational and the particle physics bounds. In
the absence of understanding of the UV completion of
the low energy models leading to the screening of scalar
effects in gravitational experiments and observations, we
will refrain from stating strong conclusions from particle
physics bound.

Let us comment on [130] which discusses future
constraints coming from pulsar-black hole binary
systems. Black holes go beyond our treatment as
they have a horizon where relativistic effects cannot be
neglected close to their horizon. On the other hand, when
viewed from far enough away, where the black hole metric
reduces to a nearly Minkowski metric, a Newtonian
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on the conformal and the disformal couplings from different
data sets. The strongest bounds are from Cassini together
with the GW 170817 bound. However the analysis of PSR
J0737-3039 A/B gives a comparable bound on the couplings
only from one pulsar event.

treatment can be considered. It is then possible to see
black holes as point particles which interact with the
scalar field despite no hair theorems. This happens
in the time dependent setting where the black holes
acquire a scalar charge, see [131] and [38, 85] for instance,
i.e. in the models that we consider the usual no-hair
theorems apply and no scalar charge is generated unless
one of the assumptions of the theorems such as the
absence of time dependence are violated. Extending our

results to the black hole case would imply considering
cosmologically induced scalar charge for instance. In
this case, the results presented in this paper could help
analysing black hole phenomena as long as the distance
between stars and black holes is large and the point
particle approximation remains valid. In this case, a
scalar coupling can be assigned to black holes whose
origin would be cosmological and whose magnitude can
be left as a phenomenological parameter. Besides the
higher precision and smaller errors for such events, some
of the PKP’s have stronger dependence on the black
hole mass m• since mp � m•. Not only Ṗ but all
the PK parameters depend strongly on the black hole
mass. Together with Ṗ , one could expect to constrain
both masses with a larger precision. However the
constraint on the disformal coupling will not necessarily
be stronger, since the dimensionless coupling εΛ depends
on the orbital frequency. Indeed the total mass will be
larger but the semi-major axis is also crucial to obtain
larger frequencies and could compensate the previous
effect on the mass. Finally, the physics of conformal
and disformal interactions will certainly benefit from
improved measurements of the spin of binaries. Already
known measurements from local experiments such as
Gravity probe B [101] and future tests of the Lense-
Thirring effects will certainly lead to interesting bounds.
This is left for future work.
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Appendix A: Scalarisation in a sphere

The solution of the Klein-Gordon equation in the non-relativistic case with pressure-less matter and a flat metric
for a sphere of radius R and matter density ρm is difficult to obtain analytically. We will use a method which has
been successfully used for screened models in the case of cavity profiles [104, 132]. The Klein-Gordon equation reads
[73]

d2φ

dr2
+

2

r

dφ

dr
= −∂φVeff (A1)

where

V (φ) =
1

2
m2φ2 + (e−aφ

2/2m2
Pl − 1)ρm. (A2)

We will find an approximate solution which captures the physics of scalarisation. Above the critical density

ρc =
m2m2

Pl

a
(A3)

the effective potential has a minimum at

φ(ρm)

mPl
=

√
2

a
ln1/2(

ρm
ρc

) (A4)

where the effective mass is

m2(ρm) = 2m2 ln(
ρm
ρc

). (A5)

This is a weak dependence on the density. Point-particles in a medium of density ρm couple to the scalar with a
strength β(φ) = mPl∂φ lnA(φ) = −a φ

mPl
which coincides with

β(ρm) = −
√

2a ln1/2(
ρm
ρc

) (A6)

and increases with the density.
We will look for solutions when a sphere is embedded in vacuum. We will expand the solution inside the sphere

by considering that the scalar field is a massive scalar of mass m0 = m(φ0) and the field can be expanded around a
fiducial value φ0 which is determined by a bootstrapping method , i.e.

r ≤ R, φ = φ0 + δφ (A7)

where δφ satisfies

δφ′′ +
2

r
δφ′ = m2

0δφ+ V ′eff(φ0). (A8)

Notice that φ0 is not assumed to be at the minimum of the effective potential hence V ′eff(φ0) acts as a source term for
δφ. Outside the sphere we have

φ′′ +
2

r
φ′ = m2φ (A9)

where ′ = d/dr. Explicitly we find that

m2
0 ≡ m2(φ0) = m2 +

aρm
m2

Pl

(
aφ2

0

m2
Pl

− 1)e−aφ
2/2m2

Pl (A10)
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and

V ′0 ≡ V ′eff(φ0) = φ0(m2 − aρm
m2

Pl

e−aφ
2/2m2

Pl). (A11)

The solution inside the sphere reads

δφ = δφ0 +A
sinhm0r

m0r
(A12)

where

δφ0 = − V
′
0

m2
0

(A13)

and sinhm0r should be replaced by sin |m0|r when m2
0 < 0 corresponding to ρm ≥ ρc and small φ0. Self-consistency

requires that φ0 should be determined by the boostrap equation

A+ δφ0 = 0 (A14)

guaranteeing that the field deep inside the object is φ0.
After matching at r = R and imposing that δφ′ = 0 at the origin we have

A = − φ0 + δφ0

mR
1+mR

sinhm0R
m0R

+ coshm0R
(A15)

leading to the bootstrap equation

(
mR

1 +mR

sinhm0R

m0R
+ coshm0R− 1)δφ0 = φ0 (A16)

Given a solution to this equation, the solution inside the sphere is explicitly

r ≤ R, φ(r) = (δφ0 + φ0)(1− 1
mR

1+mR
sinhm0R
m0R

+ coshm0R

sinhm0r

m0r
) (A17)

whilst outside the sphere we have

φ(r) = −βeffmPl

4πr

ME

r
e−m(r−R). (A18)

The Einstein frame mass is given by

ME = αM (A19)

where

α =
4π

V

∫ R

0

dxx2A(φ(x)) (A20)

with V = 4π
3 R

3. The scalar charge is given by

βeff

mPl
= − 4πRα

(1 +mR)ME

1
mR

1+mR
sinhm0R
m0R

+ coshm0R
(coshm0R−

sinhm0R

m0R
)(φ0 + δφ0) (A21)

The bootstrap equation has two branches of solutions. Let us assume that ln ρm
ρc

= O(1) such that m and m(ρm) are
of the same order of magnitude. Then taking first the mR� 1 limit, the first branch corresponds to the equation

m2 − aρm
m2

Pl

(1− C aφ
2
0

m2
Pl

)e−aφ
2
0/2m

2
Pl = 0 (A22)

where

C =

(
mR

1 +mR

sinhm0R

m0R
+ coshm0R+ 1

)−1

(A23)
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which implies that φ0 ' φ(ρm) when mR� 1 as C ∝ e−m(φ(ρm))R � 1. As mR decreases, the C coefficient increases
and a transition occurs when Cφ2(ρm) > 1 implying that (A22) does not have a solution anymore. This happens
for mR ≤ f(ρm/ρc) where f(ρm/ρc) corresponds to the solution of Cφ2(ρm) = 1. For low values of mR below the
threshold f(ρm/ρc), the solution of the bootstrap equation is on the second branch which is simply

φ0 = 0 (A24)

i.e. for small enough bodies the field does not respond to the presence of the sphere and remains uniformly vanishing
in all space. This type of phase transition from a non-vanishing to a vanishing value for the field below a certain radius
is common for symmetron models where it can be shown that when mR . 1 the value of the symmetron field inside
a cavity exactly vanishes [133–135]. Notice that the scalarisation behaviour is dual to the symmetron one, i.e. the
phase transition happens for symmetron inside the vacuum of a cavity whilst for scalarisation it occurs inside matter
of a sphere. This illustrates the fact that screening and scalarised models behave in opposite ways when coupled to
matter.

For such small objects, the coupling to the scalar vanishes exactly whilst for large bodies mR� 1 the field is nearly
constant inside the body implying that α = A(φ(ρm)) = ρc

ρm
and therefore

βeff '
4πmPlA(φ(ρm))φ(ρm)

mME
=

√
2

a

ρc
ρm

ln1/2(
ρm
ρc

)
1

mR

1

2ΦN (R)
(A25)

where ΦN (R) = GNME/R. This is suppressed by mR. This also depends on the body via its size R and its density
(or its mass). and breaks the universality of couplings which could lead to a substantial dipolar emission in the case
of binary systems.

In the intermediate region where mR is neither large nor small, the field profile will interpolate smoothly between
the vanishing value in vacuum outside the body and a non-vanishing value φ0 inside the body. As a result, the mass
ME will depend on the the scalar field profile via the A(φ) factor. This is also the case of the coupling to the scalar
field.

Appendix B: Solution for Post Newtonian case

In the absence of the disformal coupling, the ṙ and the θ̇ have the same form as the first PN expansion of GR with
extended polynomials. [52] gives the corresponding relations between the polynomials and the observables

n =
(−α0)

3/2

α1
, e2

t = 1− α0

α2
1

(
α2 −

α1α3

α
(0)
2

)
,

aR = −α1

α0
+

α3

2α
(0)
2

, eR = et

(
1 +

α0α3

2α1α
(0)
2

)

eθ = et

(
1 +

α0α3

α1α
(0)
2

− α0γ1

α1γ0

)
2π

Φ
=

n

γ0
(aR − γ1/2γ0)2(1− e2

φ)1/2

(B1)

where α(0)
2 = −j2.

Appendix C: Full β terms

The parameterisation of the correction terms to the orbits used in the main text are given below. They enter in
the relation between the orbital radius, the true anomaly and time.

β0 =
32β2ε2j4Λ−2M2ε+ 192β2εG2j2Λ−2M4ε+ j8(2ε(1− 3ν)ε+ 2) + 128β2G4Λ−2M6ε−G2j6M2ε(2β2(2ν − 5) + ν − 6)

2j9

(C1a)



22

β1 =
GMε

(
64β2εj2M2/Λ2 + 64β2G2M4/Λ2 + j6(8− (8β2 + 3)ν)

)
2j7

, β2 =
8β2ε

(
εj2M2 + 2G2M4

)
j5Λ2

, β3 =
8β2GM3ε

j3Λ2

(C1b)

A0 =
32β2ε2j4Λ−2M2ε+ 192β2εG2j2Λ−2M4ε+ j8(2ε(1− 3ν)ε+ 2) + 128β2G4Λ−2M6ε−G2j6M2ε(2β2(2ν − 5) + ν − 6)

2j9

(C2a)

A1 =
GMε

(
64β2εj2Λ−2M2 + 64β2G2Λ−2M4 + j6(8− (8β2 + 3)ν)

)
2j7

, A2 =
8β2

j5Λ2

(
εj2M2 + 2G2M4

)
, A3 =

8β2GM3ε

j3Λ2

(C2b)

Appendix D: Simplification terms

The relevant simplification equations have been used in the main text. They arise as the radiation reaction for GR
appears as a fifth time derivative and the monopole term from the scalar interaction is a third time derivative

r̈ = rθ̇2 − GM

r2
,

...
r =

2GMṙ

r3
− 6ṙθ̇2,

....
r =

rθ̇2
(
7GM + 30rṙ2

)
− 2GM

(
GM + 3rṙ2

)
− 5r2θ̇4

r5
,

θ̈ = −2ṙθ̇

r
,

...
θ =

2θ̇
(
GM + 3rṙ2

)
r3

− 2θ̇3. (D1)

With these identities the higher derivatives reduce to simpler forms.

Appendix E: Orbital parameters

The relevant orbital parameters obey the following Gauss equations which are used in the main text.

da

dt
=

2√
1− e2

√
a3

GM
[esR+ (1 + ec)S] , (E1a)

dp

dt
= 2

√
p3

GM

S
1 + ec

, (E1b)

de

dt
=

√
p

GM

(
e
(
c2 + 1

)
+ 2c

ec+ 1
S + sR

)
, (E1c)

dω

dt
=

1

e

√
p

GM

(
s

2 + ec

ec+ 1
S − cR

)
. (E1d)

When expressed in terms of the true anomaly, they read

dp

dθ
' 2p2

GM

S
(1 + ec)

3 , (E2a)

de

dθ
' p2

GM

(
s

(1 + ec)2
R+

e+ 2c+ ec2

(1 + ec)3
S
)
, (E2b)

dω

dθ
' p2

eGM

[
− c

(1 + ec)2
R+ s

2 + ec

(1 + ec)3
S
]

(E2c)

dt

dθ
'
√

p3

GM

1

(1 + ec)2

[
1− p2

eGM

(
c

(1 + ec)2
R− s 2 + ec

(1 + ec)3
S
)]

(E2d)
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