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Abstract

W e consider scalartensor theories of graviy in an accelkerating universe.
T he equations for the background evolution and the perturbations are given
In full generality for any param etrization of the Lagrangian, and we stress
that apparent singularities are som etin es artifacts of a pathological choice of
variables. A dopting a phenom enologicalview point, ie., from the ocbservations
back to the theory, we show that the know ledge of the lum nosity distance as
a function of redshift up to z 1 2),which isexpected In the near future,
severely constrains the viable subclasses of scalartensor theories. T his is due
to the requirem ent of positive energy for both the graviton and the scalar
partner. A ssum ing a particular form for the Hubbl diagram , consistent w ith
present experim ental data, we reconstruct the m icroscopic Lagrangian for
various scalartensorm odels, and nd that them ost naturalones are obtained
ifthe universe is (m arginally) closed.
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I. NTRODUCTION

R ecently, there has been a lot of interest In coan ological solutions In the presence of a
coam ological constant, when the Jatter is signi cant com pared to the present total energy
density of the universe. Indeed, the Hubbl diagram based on ocbservations of type Ta su-—
pemovae up to a redshift z 1 seem s to in ply that our universe is presently acoelerating
[l31. These data, when combined with the observed location of the rst acoustic peak of
the CM B tam perature uctuations, favor a spatially at universe whose energy density is
dom inated by a \coan ological constant"-lke term . The atness of the Universe is corrobo—
rated by the latest Boom erang and M axin a data §f4], in accordance w ith the in ationary
paradigm , though a m arghhally closed Universe is still allowed by the position of the st
acoustic O opplr) peak at 1 200. A signi cant coam ological constant m ay help in re—
solving the dark m atter problem { for dustlke m atter alone observations seem to mply

n 03 { and in reconciling at Cold Dark M atter (CDM ) m odels w ith observations in
the fram ework of CDM m odels. F nally, a cosn ological constant is an elegant way to allow
ahigh Hubbl constant Ho withh  Ho=100km s! Mpc'!) 0#%65and a su cintly od
universe ty > 11Gyr {1 (see also, eg., [B] r a recent com prehensive review and references
theremn).

T herefore, this interpretation, if con m ed by future observations, constitutes a fun-
dam ental progress towards the solution of the dark m atter problem and the fom ation of
large-scale structure In the Universe out of prim ordial uctuations generated by socme In a—
tionary m odel. That is certainly what m akes it so appealing and gives it, m aybe som ehow
pram aturely, the status of new paradigm . A striking consequence for our Universe is then
its present acoeleration, for a large range of equations of state [il.

O f course, from the point of view of particle physics, a pure coan ological constant of
the order of m agnitude 3 10'?2 I=hG), interpreted as the vacuum energy, is ex—
trem ely problam atic. This iswhy attem ptswerem ade to nd som e altemative explanation
to the origin of the acceleration under the form of some scalar eld (som etin es called
quintessence ], \ "- eld, etc.) whose slow ly varying energy density would m in ic an ef-
fective coan ological constant. This is very ram iniscent of the m echanisn producing the
In ationary phase itself with the fundam ental di erence that this scalar eld, which does
not have to be a priori the In aton, is accelerating the expansion today, therefore at a m uch
lower energy scale. This of course has problam s of its own as this e ective coan ological
constant tem started dom inating the universe expansion only In the very recent past (the
so—called \coan ic concidence" problem ). Indeed, the energy density ofthe eld must re—
m ain subdom inant at very early stages and com e to dom inate in the recent past only. Hencs,
soeci ¢ evolution properties are required to m est these constraints and were Indeed shown
to hold for particular potentials, partly alleviating the problem ofthe initial conditions. For
Inverse power-law potentials the energy density ofthe scalar eld was shown to decrease less
rapidly than the background energy density so that it can be negligble in the early universe
and stillcom e to dom inate In the recent past [§]. Forexponentialpotentials, [[4[9] the scalar

eld energy density has the very interesting behavior that it tendsto a xed fraction ofthe
total energy density, these are the socalled \tracker solutions". Hence a pure exponential
potential is excluded ifdata con m that the energy density ofthe scalar eld isdom nnating
today, as this fraction had to be an all at the tin e of nuckosynthesis. A slightly di erent



potential is proposed in [[]]] and a classi cation of the scaling behavior of the scalar eld
for various potentials has been given in [[4]. Hence, though a m inim ally coupled scalar eld
is an attractive possibility, som e degree of ne tuning still ram ains in the param eters of the
potential [[3/3].

If one adm its that it is some m inin ally coupled scalar eld which plays the rolke of an
e ective coan ological constant whike gravity is describbed by general relativity, the question
Inm ediately arises: W hat is the \right" potentialU ( ) ofthis scalar eld? In a recent work
by Starcbinsky [[4], the ©llow ng \phenom enolgical" point of view was adopted: Thstead
of looking form ore or lss wellm otivated m odels, lke the interesting possibilities discussed
above, it is perhaps m ore desirable to extract as much Infom ation as possibl from the
observations (a sin ilar approach can also be adopted to reconstruct the In aton potential)
In order to reconstruct the scalar eld potential, if the latter exists at all. Cosn ological
cbservations could then be used to constrain the particle physics m odel in which this scalar

eld is supposad to origihate. In the context of general relativity plus a m inin ally coupled
scalar eld, i was shown that the reconstruction of U ( ) can be im plem ented once the
quantity D 1, (z), the Jum nosity distance as a function of redshift, is extracted from the ocb-
servations [[4f13], som ething that is expected in the near ﬁ;ltureﬂ The SNAP (Supemovae
A coeleration P robe) satellite w ill notably m ake m easurem ents w ith an accuracy at the per-
cent levelup to z 1:{7. O foourse, In thisway only the recent past of our Universs, up to
redshifts z a 2) (for reference, we w ill push som e of our sin ulations up to z 5), is
probed and so the reconstruction ism ade only for the corresoonding part of the potential.
C rucial inform ation is therefore gained on the m icroscopic Lagrangian ofthe theory through
relatively \low " redshift cosn ological observations.

A further step is to generalize the sam e m echanian in the fram ework of scalartensor
theordes of gravity, som etim es called \generalized quintessence". The usualm inin ally cou—
pled m odels are certainly ruled out if, for exam ple, it tums out that this com ponent of the
energy density obeys an equation ofstatep=w wihw < 1 ( 0). Strangely enough,
such an unexpected equation of state which in itself in plies new physics, is In air agreem ent
w ith the observations [L7]. A Iso the nequality dH 2 (z)=dz 3  ,0H 2 (1+ z)? must hod for
am inin ally coupled scalar eld, hence its violation would foroe us to consider m ore com pli-
cated theories, possbly scalartensortheories. T here are also strong theoreticalm otivations.
T hese theordes, In which the scalar eld participates in the gravitational interaction, are the
m ost natural altematives to general relativity (GR).Indeed, scalar partners to the gravion
generically arise In theoretical attem pts at quantizing gravity or at unifying it with other
Interactions. For instance, in superstrings theory, a dilaton is already present in the super—
m ultiplet of the 10-din ensional gravion, and several other scalar elds (called the m oduli)
also appear when perform ing a K aluza-K lein din ensional reduction to our usual spacetin e.
M oreover, contrary to other altemative theories of graviy, scalartensor theories respect
most of GR’s symm etries: conservation law s, constancy of (hon-gravitational) constants,
local Lorentz invariance (even if a subsystem is In uenced by extemal m asses), and they

1A ctually, it is shown in Ref. @] that the potential U ( ) can already be reconstructed from
present experim ental data, although not yet very accurately.



also have the capability of satisfying the weak equivalence principle (universality of free 211
of laboratory-size ob fcts) even for a strictly m assless scalar eld. Neverthelss, they can
describem any possible deviations from G R, and theirpredictionshave been thoroughly stud—
ied in various situations: solar-system experim ents [I§J1320], binary-pulsar tests [ 1921,
gravitationalwave detection R423]. F nally these scalartensor theories could play a crucial
role In the very early universe, forexam ple in the Pre Big Bang In ationary m odel (see eg.
B4).

Thus, In this work we are Investigating the possibility to have an accelerating universe
In the context of scalartensor theories of graviy instead of pure GR. This has indeed
attracted a ot of interest recently and such cosm ological m odels have been studied and
possbly confronted w ith observations like CM B anisotropies, or the grow th ofenergy density
perturbations (see for instance P324272929B80B1B3B3B4BT) - However, we em phasize
once m ore that the central point of view adopted here, in analogy w ith Starobinsky [4],
is to constrain the m odel w ith the experim ental know ledge of the Hubblk diagram up to
z (I  2). This is precisely why use of the redshift z as basic variabl is crucial for our
purpose: Q uantities ke H (z) are directly cbservable, In contrast to, sayﬂ H (t)orH ().For
Instance, we have access to H (z) through the direct m easurem ent of the lum nosity distance
in function of redshift D, (z). In a recent ktter B4], i was shown that the know ledge of
both H (z) and , (z) is su cient to reconstruct the fill theory (@gain, in the range probed
by the data). T hism eans that we do not choose any speci c theory a priori, but instead we
reconstruct whatever theory possbly realized in N ature.

Aswe will see, the know ledge of H (z) on is own, though insu cient In order to fully
reconstruct a scalartensor theory unless one m akes additional assum ptions, tums out to
be already very constraining when subclasses of m odels are considered. T his is particularly
Interesting because it m eans that cosm ological observations at low redshifts In plying an
acelerated expansion m ight well give new constraints on scalartensor theories. W e will
show that this is ilndeed the case.

T hroughout the paper, we use natural units or which h = ¢ = 1, and the signature
(+++), together w ith the sign conventions of [B7]]. In Section II, we introduce the general
form alism of scalartensortheories of gravity and theirdi erent param etrizations. In Section
11T, we brie v review the severe experim ental restrictions in posed on these theories today.
In Section IV, we consider FRW universes in the fram ework of scalartensor gravity and
we give the equations for the di erent param eterizations. In Section V, we review the full
reconstruction problm . In Section VI, we give a detailked study of subclasses of m odels,
which are investigated using the background equations. F inally, In Section V I, our resuls
are sum m arized and discussed.

2Ehe function H () can be obtained from the know ledge of H (z) thanks to the relation t =
dz=[(1 + z)H (z)], but the directly cbservabl quantiy isH (z).



II.SCALAR-TENSOR THEORIESOF GRAVITY

W e are nterested In a universe w here graviy is describbed by a scalartensor theory, and
we consider the action [3§]
1 Z

_ 4 P — . .
S=1,¢ dx 9FOR Z()g € @ 2U0() +Snlnig 12 @1)

Here, G denotes the bare gravitational coupling constant (which di ers from the m easured
one, sseEq. 88) below), R isthe scalar curvature ofg , and g itsdeterm inant. In Ref. B4],
we used di erent conventions (corresponding to the choice 8 G = 1 In the above action);
here, the quantity F ( ) is dimensionless. This factor F ( ) needs to be positive for the
gravions to carry positive energy. The action ofm atter S,, is a functional of som e m atter

elds , and ofthemetricg ,but it doesnot nvolve the scalar eld . Thisensures that
the weak equivalence principle is exactly satis ed.

The dynam ics ofthe realscalar eld depends a priori on three functions: ¥ ( ), 2 (),

and the potential U ( ). However, one can always sinplify Z ( ) by a rede nition of the
scalar ed, so that F () and Z ( ) can be reduced to only one unknown finction. Two
natural param etrizations are used in the literature: (i) the B ransD icke one, corresponding
WF ()= andZ ()= ! ()= ;and () thesmple coieZ ()= 1landF () atbirary.
T his second param etrization is however som etin es pathological. [T he derivatives of can
becom e in agihary in perfectly regular situations; see the discussion about Eq. (6.6d) below .]
In the llow Ing, we willw rite the eld equations in tem s of the two functions F' ( ) and
Z (), so that any particular choice can be recovered easily.

T he varation of action @J) gives straightforwardly

1 1 2
F() R 5gR=8GT +72() @ @ 9 @ )
tr @F () g 2F () g U(); @ 2a)
dr dz ) du
22 ()2 = —R — @ )" +2—; (2 2b)
d d d
r T =20; (2 2¢)
where T T is the trace of the m atter energy-m om entum tensor T (2=p—g)

Su= g .The scalar- ed equation @ 2H) can of course be rew ritten di erently if one uses
the trace of Eq. £24) to replace the curvature scalar R by its source, and one gets the
B ransD icke-like equation

dr ds 5 dr du
28 2 =8G —T — @ ) 4U— + 2—F ; 23)
d d d d
where 2% 2ZF + 3(dF=d )?. [In the BransD icke representation whereF = and Z =

! ()=, this factor 25 reduces to the wellkknown expression 2! () + 3.] In the ollow Ing,
we willhowever use the orm @ 24), which w ill sin plify considerably our calculations.

The above equations are written In the socalled Jordan frame (JF'). Snoe In action
@), m atter is universally coupld to g , this \Jordan metric" de nes the lengths and
tin es actually m easured by laboratory rods and clocks which are made of matter). A1l



experin ental data w ill thus have their usual Interpretation in this fram e. In particular, the
observed Hubblk param eter H and the m easured redshifts z of distant ob fcts are Jordan-—
fram e quantities.

However, it isusually m uch clearer to analyze the equations and the m athem atical con-
sistency of the solutions in the socalled Einstein frame EF), de ned by diagonalizing the
kinetic temm s of the graviton and the scalar eld. This is achieved thanks to a conformm al
transfomm ation ofthe m etric and a rede nition ofthe scalar eld. Letuscallg and’ the
new variables, and de ne

g F()g 7 @ 4a)
& ? 3 dmF() > z()
— - T 4 2 4b)
d 4 d 2F ()
AC) FTP(); 2 A4c)
2V () U()F?(): © Ad)

Action @.J) then takes the fom

S_lzd4p_R 1 L ) 2 _

“1G X 9 Eg@ @ V) +Sulanir()g 1; @3)
where g isthedeterm mantofg ,g isiverss,andR isscalar curvature. Note that the
rst term Jooks like the action ofgeneral relativity, but that m atter isnow explicitly coupled
to the scalar eld’ through the confom alfactorA? (" ). Q uantities referring to the E instein

fram e w ill always have an asterisk (either In superscript or In subscript), eg. r and 2
for the covariant derivative and the d’A Jem bertian w ith respect to the E Instein m etric. The
Indices of E instein—fram e tensors w ill also be lowered and raised with the E Instein m etric

g and itsiverseg .The el equationsderiving from action €.J3) take the sin ple om

R 5Rgzsc;T +20'@" g @ @'@’") 2v()g ; @ 6a)
27= 4G ()T +av ()=d ; (2 6b)
r T = (")T@Q@"; (2 .60)
where
, dhA
) = @.7)
isthe coupling strength ofthe scalar eld tom atter sources [[3], and T g T isthetrace
of the m atter energy-m om entum tensor T 2= g) Siw= g InEnhsteih-frameunis.
From its de nition, one can deduce the relation T = A?( ) T wih is Jordan—frame
ocounterpart.

Let usunderline that the C auchy problem iswellposed in theE instein fram e [L], because
allthe second-order derivatives of the elds are separated in the left-hand sides of Egs. £.6),
whereas they arem ixed in the JF equations £3). A ction £J) also show s that the helicity-2
degree of freedom is describbed by the uctuations ofthe Ennstein metricg  whose kinetic



tem is the standard E instein-H ibert one), and that the EF scalar’ is the true helicity-0
degree of freedom ofthe theory (since its kinetic term has the standard form ). O n the other
hand, the uctuations ofthe Jordan metricg actually describe a m ixing of helicity-2 and
helicity-0 excitations, and the JF scalar is related to the helicity-0 degree of freedom via

the com plicated relation {£.44), because its kinetic temm in action @.J]) com esnot only from

the naive contrbution Z () @ )? but also from the cross temn F ( )R . In conclusion,

the theory can be m athem atically well de ned only if it is possible to w rite the EF action
€3, notably w ith itsnegative sign orthe scalar- eld kinetic temm (o that’ carriespositive
energy) . If it happens that the transform ation @4) is singular for particular values of , the

consistency of the theory should be analyzed in the EF . Som e shgularities m ay be artifacts
of the param etrization which is chosen to w rite action {£.]), and m ay not have any physical
signi cance. O n the other hand, Jordan-fram e quantitiesm ay look som etin es reqular while
there isan actual shgularity in the E instein fram e (@ typicalexam plk isprovided when F ()
vanishes). In this case, the solution should be considered as m athem atically inconsistent.
In the ollow ng, we w ill see that the JF is better suited than the EF for our coan ological
study, but we w ill always chedk the consistency of our resultsby nally translating them in
tem s of E instein—fram e quantities.

ITT.KNOW N EXPERIMENTAL CONSTRAINTS

T he predictions of general relativity in weak— eld conditions, and at present, are con—

m ed by solarsystem experin ents at the 0:04% level BYHQ]. O ne should therefore verify

that the scalartensor m odels we are considering are presently close enough to E nstein’s
theory.

If the scalar el is very m assive (say, if d?V=d’? is large with respect to the inverse
of the astronom ical unit), its In uence is exponentially sm all In solarsystem experin ents,
even if it is strongly coupled to m atter. T his situation corresoonds to the particular scalar-
tensor m odel considered in Ref. @] mamely F ()= and Z ()= 0 in action R[] but
assum ing a Jarge enough value for U=d 2). A Ithough this situation is phenom enologically
acceptable, it rem ains som ew hat problm atic from a eld theoretical viewpoint, since the
m assive scalar would a priori desintegrate into lighter m atter) particles.

O n the contrary, if the scalarm ass is an allw ith respect to the inverse solarsystem dis—
tances, i must be presently very weakly coupled to m atter for the theory to be consistent
w ith experin ental data. At the rst post-Newtonian order (1=c? w ith respect to the New —
tonian Interaction), the deviations from general relativity can be param etrized by two real
num bers, that Eddington @] denoted as ( 1) and ( 1). In the present fram ework,
they take the form [[§/3,24]

2 (dF=d)2
1= 2 = ; (3.1a)
1+ 2 ZF + 2dF=d )?
1 2 d 1 F dF=d) d
1==-— - == ; (31b)

2 1+ 2)2d’ 427F + 3(dF=d )2d

where the rst expressions are given in tem s of the E instein—fram e notation @ 8)-@.7),
whereas the last ones correspond to the Jordan—fram e general representation @) . To



sim plify, the second expression of Eq. 8.14) has been written In tem s of the derivative of
613d) with respect to

U sing the upper bounds on ( 1) from solarsystem m easuram ents ], we thus get
the constraint

2% @F) @=d);j<4 10°; (32)

w here an index 0 m eans the present value ofthe corresponding quantity. O n the otherhand,
the experin ental bounds on ( 1) cannot be used to constrain the derivative d =d’ )
appearing n Eq. §13), since i ismultiplied by a factor ; consistent with 0. Because of
nonperturbative strong- eld e ects, binary-pulsar tests are however directly sensitive to this
derivative, ie., to the ratio  4( 1)=( 1). In a generic class of scalartensor m odels,
Refs. 1231 have cbtained the bound

@=d"),> 45: (3.3)

From action Eq. £.), one can naively de ne Newton’s gravitational constant as the
nverse factor of the curvature scalarR :

Gy GA?*’=G =F : (34)

However, Gy doesnothave the sam e physicalm eaning asN ew ton’s gravitational constant in
GR .Indeed, the actualN ew tonian forcem easured (in C avendish-type experin ents) between
two close testm assesm ; andm , isofthe form G. m m ,=r?, wherethee ective gravitational

constant reads [L§/L920]

!
. Ga’a+ ?)- G 2ZF + 4dF=d )? _ 35)
c F 272F + 3dF=d )2

T he contribution G A? isdue to the exchange ofa graviton between the two bodies, w hereas
G A% 2= G (dA=d')? comes from the exchange of a scalar particle between them . O f
course, when the distance between the bodies becom es larger than the inverse m ass of
the scalar eld, its In uence becom es negligbl and one gets G . Gy . Note that as
usual, the last expression In Eqg. @), in tem s of Jordan—-fram e notation, is much m ore
com plicated than its E instein—fram e counterpart. In the particular B ransD icke representa—
tion, F = and Z = ! ()= , i however reduces to the sin plr (@nd weltknown) fom
Ge =G 1@+ 4)=R!'+ 3).

The experin ental bound {3J) show s that the present valuies of G, and Gy di er by
less than 002% . However, they can a priori di er signi cantly in the past. It should
be noted that the experin ental lin it on the tin e variation of the gravitational constant,
e =G. j< 6 10" yr' [Q], doesnot inply any constraint on 2A=A = E=F . Indeed,
G. canbealn ost constant even ifA (orF ) varies signi cantly. A sin pl exam pl isprovided

by Barker's theory 3], in which A ()= cos’ :OnegetsG. = G (@’ + sn®’)=G ,
which is strictly constant independently of the tim e varations of A (" (t)). N evertheless, as
pointed out in 4], under reasonable cosn ological assum ptions, one can derive G Gy

w ith 10% accuracy up to redshifts z 1.



IV.SCALAR-TENSOR COSM OLOGY

T he equations derived in this section generalize those of our previous paper [3q] i several
ways. F irst, we use them ost generalrepresentation @ J]) of the theory, nstead ofthe sin pler
choiceZ = 1thatwasmade in [Bg]. Second, we take into account a possible spatial curvature
ofthe universe, which w illbe an interesting possibility in our studies ofSec.V Ibelow . Third,
we w rite the equations for an arbitrary pressure of the perfect uid describing m atter in the
universe. T hisw illnot be usefiil for our reconstruction program of the follow Ing sections, as
m atter can be assum ed to be sin ply dustlike orthe redshiftsz < 5 that wew illconsider, but
these general equationsm ay be interesting for further coan ological studies of earlier epochs
ofthe universe. F inally, we com m ent on the E instein—fram e version ofthese equations, which
are m athem atically sim pler, but actually m ore di cul to use for our purpose.

A .Background

W e consider a Friedm ann-R obertson-W alker FRW ) universe whose badkground m etric
in the Jordan fram e is given by

ds*= dt+ a’ ) dv; @4Jda)
dr?
d¥= — — +r* d?+sn® d? ; (4 1b)
1 ?
where = 1, 0, or 1 for spatially open, at, or closed universes regoectively. The scalar

ed (or’,intheEF) isalso assum ed to depend only on tin e. Since the relation between
the EF and JF isgiven by ds?* = A? (") ds?, sse Egs. £4), our universe is still of the FRW
type in the EF,with ds* = df+ a?(t ) d"¥ and

dte=A()dt ; a=A()a : 42)

In the ollow Ing, m atter w ill be described by a perfect uid, and we w ill w rite its energy—
mom entum tensor as

T =(+puu+pg =A*T =A% ( +p)uu +pg ; @ 3)

where u = dx =fsjand u = dx =7s jare the soacetin e com ponents of the four-
din ensional unit velocity ofm atter, In JF and EF units repectively. A s we are interested
In aFRW background, the spatialcom ponentsu; and u; (A= 1;2;3) allvanish. From @),
we deduce the relation between the m atter density and pressure in both fram es:

=A' ; p=Aa‘p: 44)
T he background equations in the JF ©llow from €23){ £2d), and read
1
3F H?’+ — =8G +-2-2 3HE+U ; (4 5a)
a? 2
2FF B — =8G (+p+2zZ2-"+F HE; (4 5b)
a
Z @+ 3H 9 3E 4 omy = (4 50)
- 3= e C
d a2 d 2 4 '
_+3H (+p)=0; (4 5d)



where H d(Ina)=dt, and a dot denoctes di erentiation w ith respect to the Jordan-fram e
tin e t. Asusual, ifp= w = const:; Eq.[45§) is trivially integrated as  / &™) (and
in particular / a?® fordustlike m atter). Equation @54) is actually a consequence of the
other three, and we w ill not need it in the follow ing.

Since these equations correspond to the m ost general param etrization @.) of scalar-
tensor theories, m any particular cases are easily recovered. For instance, the case of a
m inin ally coupled scalar eld [4] is obtained for constant values of F and Z (say, F = 1
and Z = 8 G ), and the particular m odel considered in [41] is recovered inm ediately for
F= andZ = 0.

T he corresponding badkground equations In the EF are very sim ilar to those n general
relativity. They follow from Eq. {2.64), and read

y "2

3H' 5 =8G £ —— +W(); (4.6a)
3 d*a d’!2
— o T A6 +¥p)r2 2V (") ; (4.6p)

where H d(na)=dt isthe E instein—fram e H ubble param eter. It is obvious from {4.60)
that a vanishing potential V (' ) inplies d?a =dt? < 0, so that the universe is decelerating
in the Enstein frame. However, because of the relation a = A (") a , == Eq. @), the
observed (Jordan-fram e) expansion rate a m ay be positive even in this case, and we w ill see
concrete exam ples in Sec. VIA below . This is an In portant point to rem em ber: A though
we are looking for coan ological FRW badkgrounds whose expansion is accelerating, the sign
of d?a =dt? is a priori not xed.

The scalar- ed equation ofm otion in the EF fllows from Eq. €.6H), and reads

a2’ d’  av ()
+3H — +
dr dt da’

= 4G () ( 3p) : @.7)

Tt isalso sin ilar to the usualK kin-G ordon equation, w ith the notable di erence of a source
tem on the right-hand side, w ith the coupling strength (' ) de ned in Eq. (.7) above.

Tt is tam pting to tackle our problem in the EF as the equations are sin pler and we can
rely on experience gained in general relativity. H owever, a crucialdi culyy that we encounter
is that all physical quantities which appear in the EF badkground equations are not those
that com e from observations. M oreover, the behavior ofm atter In the EF is com plicated by
the relations @J4): Instead of the simpk power law / a°’ fordustlke m atter in the JF,
onegets =A? / Aa’® intheEF,whereA (' (a )) can have a priori any shape. To avoid
these problem s, we w ill thus work in the JF, and show that the \reconstruction" program
can equally wellbe in plem ented, lke in general relativity, although it ism athem atically very
di erent. W e w ill nevertheless check at the end the consistency of the solutions obtained by
translating them in tem s of EF quantities.

B . Perturbations

W e now consider the perturbations in the longiudinal gauge. For this problem , we will
restrict our discussion to the case of a spatially at FRW universe ( = 0), and w rte the
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JF and EF m etrics as

ds®= @+ 2 )dE+ a*@ 2 )dax¥ ; (4 8a)
ds’= @1+ 2 )df+ a*@1 2 )dx?: (4 8b)

In the EF, the perturbation equations deriving from Eq. £.69) are strictly the same as in
general relativity plus a m inin ally coupled scalar eld. O ne thus ndsnotably = .On
the other hand, the equations for scalar- eld and m atter perturbations arem odi ed by the
m atter-scalar coupling, proportionalto (') in Egs. €.6d) and @64 .

For our purposs, it w illbe m ore useful to w rite the perturbation equations In the (Phys-
ical) JF . Let us de ne the gauge Invariant quantity!

m +3Hv; 4.9)
+p
where v is the m atter peculiar velocity potential (such that u = @ v is the perturbation
of the fourdin ensional unit velocity u ). W e now work In Fourier space, and assum e a
spatial dependence exp ((k  x),wih k % 3. The conservation equations ofm attef 2[2c)
give

¥ d( + Hv)
wn = gv 3T H (4.108.)
=v+ = QHEHvV L) (4 10b)
On the other hand, the E instein equations @ 23) give
= + F=F ; (411a)
2F (—+ H )+IF—=8G(+p)v+Z— + F H F ; (4 11b)
k2 ’ k2 EZ.
¥ 2—F 2z *+3HE =8G (+pP)a+t — 6H* 3— F+ U
a? a? F?
1 2 E
+Z —-——+3HZ - + P Z_+BE—F : @4l1lo

Note that & in the JF, In contrast to the coresponding problem in general relativity
or In the EF . Equation {4.114) is actually an obvious consequence of the relation between

g andg ,Eq.£4d),and ofthe factthat = .Fhally, Eq. £20) y¥lds the equation
for the dilaton uctuations
!
dnz
+ 3H + - -
d
n ! |
k? , d 1dF d 1du dFhz 2
+ = 3p+2HY)— S 4+ — Z— 4 - =
"a2 d Z d #d zZ d d? 2
= k2( 2 ) 3(+ 4H —+ H 9 ldF+(3 + 9 2 a0 4.12)
a2 B 7z d 7 Tza

3N ote that ourde nition di ers from the quantity , troduced in @]: n=1+pPp=)n-
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In the particular representation Z = 1 used in Ref. 4], this equation reduces to the sin pler
form

" #
Kk? , &F  &U B
T3 -+ o 3R+ =
" #
k? dF du
= (0 2) 3(+4 A4H —+ G+ - 2 —: @13
a

V.THE RECONSTRUCTION PROBLEM

T he reconstruction of the potentialU ( ) was shown in [[4] to be possble in the fram e~
work of general relativity plus a m lnin ally coupled scalar eld, the - eld or quintessence,
provided the Hubbl diagram (and thusalso H (z)) can be extracted from the cbservations.
An essentialdi erence arises when one deals w ith scalartensor theories: W e have to recon—
struct two unknown functions instead of one, hence we need to extract two quantities (as
functions of the redshift z a=a 1) from the observations. A ctually, in the m Inin ally
coupled case, the know ledge of the um nosity distance D ;, and of the clustering ofm atter

o » both In function of z, provides two independent ways to reconstruct the scalar eld
potential @]E In our case, both quantities are necessary and the reconstruction itself is
signi cantly m ore com plicated.

T he present section generalizes our previous results of Ref. B4] not only by considering
the m ost general param etrization @.]) of scalartensor theories and by taking into acoount
the possble spatial curvature of the universe, but also by discussing particular cases that
were excluded in this reference. From now on, we w ill restrict our discussion to the case ofa
pressureless perfect uid = 0= p ), because allm atter in the universe w illbe assum ed to
be sim ply dustlike, of course besides that part needed to acoount for the present accelerated
expansion (ie., the scalar eld In the present fram ework).

A . Background

The rst step ofthe reconstruction program isthe sam e as in general relativity, since it is
purely kinem atical and does not depend on the eld content ofthe theory: Ifthe lum inosity
distance D ;, is experim entally determ ined as a function of the redshift z, one can deduce
the quantity H (z) from the relation

M ore precisely, to reconstruct the potentialU ( ) w thout any am biguity i them inin ally coupled
case, one needs to know both D, (z) and the present energy density of dustlike m atter  ;, Or
both , (z) and the present value of the Hubbl constant H . In our general scalartensor case, we
need to know the two functionsD 1, (z) and , (z), but no independentm easurement of ;0 orHy
is necessary.
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'y 2 !23 1=2
1 D (z HoDy (Z
= L (@) 41 + 0 071‘() 5 H (51)
H (z) 1+ z

w here the prim e denotes the derivative w ith resoect to z. T he Jarge square brackets contain
a corrective factor nvolving the present energy contrbution =@H ?) ofthe spatial
curvature of the universe. It was not w ritten explicitly in Refs. 4], which Poused their
discussions on the at—space case ( , = 0), but it is a straightforward consequence of
Egs. 23){ 25) ofRef. [§]. Since present experin ental data suggest that j , jis an all, the
at-space expression orl1=H (z)= D (z)=@1+ z)I isa prioria good approxin ation anyway.
N ote that even if one uses the exact equation (5.)), it reduces to the at-space expression
forz= 0 (pecause D (0) = 0), and therefore H ; is always known w ithout any am biguity.
To determ ne H (z) precisely at higher z, one then needs to know both D, (z) and .
By elin lnating Z —* from the background equations {45d) and {4 5H), we then obtain
the equation

2
F+5HF—+2H—+3H2+—2F=8G + 20U ; (52)
a’

which, when rew ritten In tem s of the redshift z, gives the fundam ental equation

”w #
4 6 2 Ho 2
F® (H)® — FO+ mH) 4 =2 o F =
1+ z @+ z)2 1+ =z H
_ 2U H, ?
_m+ 30+2) T Foomp: 5.23)

A sbefore, an index 0 m eans the present value ofthe corresponding quantity, and we use again
the notation £° df=dz. In thisequation, ., 8 G ,=@F(H¢) stands for the present
energy density of dustlke m atter relative to the critical density "  3HZ=8 Gy . TO
sim plify, this critical density isde ned in temm s ofthe present value ofN ew ton’s gravitational
constant 34), Gy, = G =F,, instead of the e ective gravitational constant B.5) actually
m easured In Cavendish-type experim ents. Indeed, solarsystem experim ents tell us that
their present values di erby less than 0:02% , as discussed In Sec. III. N ote In passing that
by changing the value of G , one can always sst Fy = 1 w ithout loss of generality.]

In conclusion, we are left with a non-hom ogeneous second order di erential equation
for the function F (z), a situation very di erent from that prevailing in general relativity.
However, the right-hand side also depends on the unknown potential U (z), so that this
equation does not su ce to fully reconstruct the m icroscopic Lagrangian of the theory.
Aswe will show in Sec. VI below, i can nevertheless be used for a system atic study of
several scalartensor m odels, provided one of the two unknown functions is given (or a
functional dependence between them is assum ed). T his can be usefiilaswe do not expect a
sim ultaneous release of data yielding H (z) and , (z). W ew ill see that such a study already
yields powerflll constraints on the fam ily of theordes which are viable.

On the other hand, if , (z) is also experim entally determ Ined, and if we assume a
goatially at FRW universe ( = 0), we will see in the next subsection (V B) that the
valie of ;0 aswellasthe function F (z) can be cbtained independently ofU (z) . Equation
G 3 then gives U (z) in an akebraic way from our know kdge ofH (z),F (z) and 0.
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Let usnow assum e that both F (z) and U (z) are known, either because one of them was
given from theoretical naturahess assum ptions, or because , (z) has been experim entally
determ ned wih su cint accuracy. W e will also assume that both ,, and , ar
known. It is then straightforward to reconstruct the various functions of entering the
m icroscopic Lagrangian ). In the BransD icke representation, one hasF = , therefore
the know ledge of F' (z) and U (z) su ces to reconstruct the potentialU ( ) In a param etric
way. However, to fiilly determ ine the theory, one also needs to know ! ()= Z (), or
equivalently an equation giving the z-dependence of Z . On the other hand, in the sinpler
representation 2 = 1 and F ( ) unknown, we need an equation giving the z-dependence
of to reconstruct F () and U ( ) param etrically. These two cases, as well as any other
possble param etrization of the theory, are solved thanks to Eq. {.54) above, which reads
In function of the redshift

" #
mH)® H,y °
7z 2= F®  (nH)+ poy o RHIT Ho o F
+ z 1+ z H
Ho *
31+ z) o Fo mpois 5 4)
or equivalently
1 5 3F 0 3F H, ° U H,
7 = + 3F — 0 ———— 30+ 2 — Fy npo:
2 1+ z 1+ z)? H 1+ z)2%H 2 H
55)
In the Z = 1 rpresentation, (z) o is thus obtained by a sin plk integration. In the
B ransD icke representation, on the other hand, ! (z) is given by an algebraic equation in
term sofH (z),F (z) = (z), and their derivatires.

Tt is rather obvious but anyway in portant to note that if the m icrosoopic Lagrangian
@) can be reconstructed in the JF, it can also be directly cbtained in the EF, Eq. €3).
This allow s us to check the m athem atical consistency of the theory, and notably if the
helicity-0 degree of freedom ’ always carries positive energy. O ne can also verify that the
function A (' ) de ning the coupling ofm atter to the scalar eld iswellde ned, and notably
single valued. F inally, the second derivative of the potentialV (" ) also gives us the sign of
the square of the scalarm ass, and negative values would strongly indicate an instability of
the m odel. These im portant features cannot easily be chedked in the JF, because the sign
of Z () n Eq. (&I} is not directly related to the positivity of the scalar- eld energy (see
below ), and also because the second derivative of U ( ) does not give the precise value of
its squared mass. A s shown by Eq. €.4d), the helicity-0 degree of freedom ’ m ay have a
mass, d&?V (" )=d’ 26 0, even ifU ( ) is strictly constant, provided F ( ) varies.]

Letusthusassumethat H (), n, and , areknown, and thatF (z) and U (z) were
reconstructed as above. Equation @.4d) then gives A (z) = F 72 (z), ie., the E hstein-
fram e coupling factor A as a function of the Jordan-fram e redshift z Which is the redshift
we dbserve). Combining now Eq. @44) with (54), we get

(5 .6a)
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3 F° F® 0 FO (nhH)°
== — — T (H)"+ —
4 F 2F z F 1+ z
H, ° Ho °F,
— —(1l+2z) — — . 5.6b
H 0 ( ) o = 07 5.6b)

or also, not elim nating the potential U

| |
t 2 2 2

a’ 3 FO 3F 0 3 H,
- = + 3 2 o
dz 4 F 1+ z)F 1+ z)2 H !
31+ z) Ho “Fo G.7)
—_— Z) — — o )
1+ z)?FH?2 H F "7

The EF scalar’ isthusalso known as a function of the Jordan—fram e redshift z (up to an
additive constant ’ ( which can be chosen to vanish w ithout loss of generality), and one can
reconstruct A (' ) in a param etric way. Sin ilarly, the EF potentialV (' ), Eq. £.4d), can be
reconstructed from our know ledge ofF (z), U (z) and ' (z).

Sihce ' describes the actual helicity-0 degree of freedom  of the theory, this eld must
carry only positive energy excitations, and (d’ =dz)? m ust be positive. O n the other hand,
the tensor and scalar degrees of freedom are m ixed in the JF', and the positivity of energy
does not imply that Z # should alvays be positive. A ctually, Eq. (5.6d) show s that it can
becom e negative when 2 (nF )* happens to be larger than ' ®, which can occur in perfectly
regular situations. W ew ill see an explicit exam ple In Sec.V IA below .] T hisunderlines that
the param etrization Z = 1 can som etin es be singular: The derivatives of m ay becom e
purely im aginary although the scalar degree of freedom ’ is well de ned. On the other
hand, the B ransD icke representation iswellbehaved ( % ram ains always positive), and the
positivity of energy simply in plies the welkknown inequality ! () % A ctually, the
particular value ! = g is also singular, as it corresponds to an in nite coupling strength

= (2! + 3) ™ between m atter and the helicity-0 degree of freedom ’ . The dom ain for
which the Z = 1 param etrization is pathologicalF@Ethough the theory rem ains consistent
sinply comrespondsto £ < ! ()< 0,0rj j> 1= 3.

B . Perturbations

A Tthough the perturbations w ill not be used in Sec. VI below, we em phasize that the
phenom enological reconstruction of the fiill m icroscopic Lagrangian can be in plem ented
w ithout any ambiguity if uctuations are taken Into account. For com plteness, we review
now thispart of ourprogram . W e assum e that both H (z) and the m atter density perturoa-
tion , (z) are experin entally determ Ined w ith enough accuracy, and as in Sec. IV B above,
we focus our discussion on the case of a spatially at FRW universe ( = 0). We alo
assum e that m atter isdustlke @ = 0), and the perturbation equations ofSec. IV B are thus
sin pli ed. In particular, Eq. @104) reduces to them ere dentity = v.

W e consider com oving wavelengths a=k much shorter (for recent tim es) than the
Hubbl radiisH !, and also shorter than the nverse m ass of the scalar eld:

k?’=a’ max H%A ?v=d'?j : (5.8)
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Two di erent reasonings can now be used to reach the sam e conclusions. The rst one,
explained in Ref. 34], consists in taking the orm allmitk ! 1 in the variousperturbation
equations. T hen, the lading tem s are either those containing , orthosemuliplied by the
large factork?=a?. O ne also needs to consider only the grow ing adiabaticm ode of Eq. @137),
rwhich 3 7 k*a?7j 3

T he other reasoning needs a sin pler (put a priori stronger) hypothesis. O ne assum es
that the Jogarithm ictin e derivative ofany quantity, say £, isatm ost oforderH : EJ< H fi.
Physically, this m eans that the expansion of the universe is driving the tim e evolution of
every physicalquantity. Then the hypothesisk?=a? H ? su ces to derive straightforw ardly
all the ollow ing approxin ations.

N ote that both reasonings correspond in fact to the sam e physical situation ofa weakly—
coupled light scalar eld. In the case of a strongly-coupled but very m assive scalar (see the
second paragraph of Sec. ITT), the equations cannot be approxin ated as shown below , and
the tin e evolution ofdensity uctuations does not follow the sam e Jaw . For instance, in the
particular m odel considered in Ref. A1]], one always nds a strong clustering of the scalar

eld at snall scales. Indeed, this m odel corresponds to the choice F = and Z2 = 0 1In

action £1)),and Eq. f17) can then be rew ritten as (*U=d ?) = ?=a?)( 2 ) 3(+
4H —+H - 2 ([dUu=d ). Therebre, even ifthe scalar el isvery m assive (d?U=d 2 large),
one nds that it is anyway strongly clustered for com oving wavelengths a=k shorter than
the Inversem ass, ie., h theformallm ik ! 1 .A k*hough thisisa priori not forbidden by
observations of gravitational clustering, since the inverse m ass m ust be much am aller than
the astronom ical unit in thism odel, this is anyway an indication of its probable instability.
W ew illnot consider such heavy scalar elds any longer in thispaper, and we now com e back
to the class of weakly-coupled light-scalar m odels, which are the m ost natural altematives
to general relativity.

Setting B + H v and m aking use of [4.10b), one can w rite [4104) as

mt2H 4+ —= =3B+6HB 0 (5.9)

w here the right-hand side is negligble w ith respect to each separate temm of the left-hand
side because ofthe above hypotheses. N ote that {5.) Just reproduces the standard evolution
equation form atter perturbations. Using {413), we also arrive at

dF =d F dF=d .
z ZF + 2@dF=d )2 '

( 2 (5.10)

w here the second equality isa consequence ofEq. {f11d). In thecase of GR plusam inin ally
coupled scalar eld, one ndsthat / k? imthelimitk! 1 ,sothatthescalar ed is
not gravitationally clustered at sm allscales [[4]. T his is in agreem ent w ith the cbservational
fact that the dark m atterdescribbed by the -tem should rem ain unclustered up to com oving

scalsR 10h? (1+ z) ! Mpc wherewerecallthath !  100H," km s Mpc').On the
otherhand, in our scalartensor fram ework, Eq. (.10) show s that the scalar eld is clustered
at arbitrarily sn all scales, but only weakly because the derivative {F =d Jjis experim entally

known to be sn all [see the solarsystem constraint ), and the Iimi 2 < 0: jasti ed
in B4] for redshifts z < 1]. The class of m odels we are considering, involving a light scalar
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eld weakly coupled to m atter, is thus also in agreem ent w ith cbservations of gravitational
clustering.
F inally, still under the above hypotheses, Eq. @114d) inplies

k2 k? dr
A

GJa1)
Rem embering the de nition §J) orG. , and using (5.10) above, Eq. {5.1]) can be recast
In a form which exhibits its physical content:

12
= 4 G 4 (5.12)
Poisson’s equation is thus sin ply m odi ed by the substitution of Newton’s constant G by
G. ,the e ective gravitational constant between two close test m asses! T his conclusion was
also reached In B3], but only for BransD icke theory with a constant param eter !, while
we have derived it for an aroitrary (light) scalartensor theory. A s discussed In Sec. IIT
above, expression (8.J3) is valid only if the distance between the test m asses is negligble
w ith respect to the inverse scalar m ass. T he physical reason why this expression appears
in Poisson’s equation (513) is just that we are working in the short wavelength lin it §.8):
T he frequency of the waves we are considering is so large that the scalar eld behaves as if
it were m asslkess.

Combining (J9) with (517), we now arrive at our nalevolution equation for |
n T 2H 4 4 Gg n 0: (513)

In tem s of the redshift z, this reads
!
® 2)° H 2 ,
2 1+z "

2Ge ()
0

N ;0

2 ® 3

HS o+ §(l+ z)H m0 m ° 5a14)
Provided we can extract from observation both physical quantities H (z) and , (z) wih
su cient accuracy, the explicit reconstruction of the m icroscopic Lagrangian is cbtained in
the ©llow ing way. Starting from ({5.14) and using the fact that today G. , and Gy, di er
by lessthan 0:02% ,Eq. {5.14) evaluated at present gives us the cosn ologicalparam eter .
w ith the sam e accuracy. Then, retuming to Eq. §14) Prarbitrary z, wegetG. () = p(@),
where p(z) isa known function ofthe observables H (z), . (z), and their derivatives. U sing
now Eq. 54) and expression ) for G. , we get a nonlinear second order di erential
equation for F (z), which can be solved for given Fy and F(? one can always sst Fg = 1
w ithout loss of generality, whik F(? is constrained by Eqg. )]. A ffer we have found F (z),
we can plug i into (.J) to determ ine U (z) in an algebraic way. The nalstep is explained
in the previous subsection, above Eq. (4), for the various possble param etrizations of

action 2.): n the Z = 1 param etrization, (z) o is obtained by a sin ple Integration of
Eqg. (4), whilke in the BransD icke param etrization F ()= ), ! (z) isgiven algebraically
by the same EJ. ). Thisenablesus to reconstruct F () (or! ( )) and U ( ) as functions
of o for that range corresponding to the data.

Actually, or su ciently low redshiftsz < 1,Eq. 6I14) can be sinpli ed w ithout losing
too much accuracy. Indeed, as shown in Ref. @], the square of the m atterscalar coupling
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strength , Eqg. @), is at m ost of oxder 10% for such redshifts. M oreover, under natural
assum ptions, much sn aller values of 2 are generically predicted in scalartensor theories
R3P4l. Therefore, G, and Gy dierby kssthan 10% Prredshiftsz< 1,and Eq. §I9)
can be used to cbtain G, =Gy Gy =Gy = Fo=F wih the sam e accuracy. T he interest
ofthis sin pli cation isthatF (z) isnow given by an algebraic equation. In the BransD icke
representation, all the steps of the reconstruction program are thus algebraic, Eq. §J)
giving U (z), and Eq. (54) giving ! (z). The only non-algebraic step is the nalparam etric
reconstruction ofU ( ) and ! ().

Let us end this section by a few comm ents on the ocbservational accuracy which will
be needed for this reconstruction program to be inplkmented. First, Eq. (514) allows to
reconstruct F (z) only if 0 and P areboth detemm ined w ith enough accuracy. M oreover, the
second derivative of this reconstructed F (z) isneeded n Eq. (53) to obtain U (z) . T herefore,
the actual reconstruction of the potential depends a priori on the fourth derivative of , (z),
0 that extrem ely clean data seem to be necessary. H ow ever, the situation isbetter than this
naive derivative counting suggests. ndeed, the above estin ates or 2 show that F (z) does
not vary m uch on the redshift intervalO z< 1. Therefore, the rsttwo tem sofEd. €3,
involving F ° and F @, are expected to be negligbl w ith respect to the third one nvolring
F . A noisy experin ental detem ination of ™ (z) and (z) is thus not a serious di culy
for our reconstruction program . On the other hand, clan enough data are still needed to
determ ine F (z) from Eq. (.14), ushg . (z) and its rst two derivatives. Before such clean
data are availablk, it willbe su cient to verify that Eq. ($14] is consistent w ith a slow ly
varying F (z). In the next section, we w ill show that interesting theoretical constraints can
anyway be obtained without know ing at all the density uctuation , (z), but using only
the lum inosity distance Dy, (z) and consistency argum ents w ithin particular subclasses of
scalartensor m odels.

VI.CONSTRAINTS FROM AN ACCELERATING UNIVERGSE

In Ref. E], a t ofpresently known supemovae events has been perfomm ed to obtain
the lum nosity distance D ¢, (z) up to redshifts z 1, of course stillw ith Jarge uncertainties.
A Though this isnot yet su cient to constrain seriously scalartensorm odels, we can expect
clkan data on Dy (z) in the near fiture from additional supemovae events, and anyway
earlier than for the density perturbations , (z). The SNAP satellite will n particular
cbserve thousands supemovae events up to z 1{7. In this section, we w ill concentrate on
the theoretical constraints that can be extracted from the know ledge of D, (z) alone, and
therefore ofH (z) ushg Eqg. @) . W ewillthusonly use the results of subsection V A above.
Since the know kedge of this finction does not su ce to fully reconstruct the m icroscopic
Lagrangian {2.]), we will need additional assum ptions on one of the finctions it involves,
eitherF (orZ , depending on the param etrization) orthe potentialU . O nem ay also assum e
a finctional relation between F and U (fr nstance U / F™ as in Ref. [A3)).

To em phasize as clearly as possble what kind of constraints can be in posed on scalar-
tensor theordes, we shall consider the worst situation for them . Let us assum e that the
observed function H (z) will be exactly given by Eq. 453) or = 0, F = = 1, and
U = 3HE , :
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H=Ho)’= o+ nol+2)°: 6.1)

O foourse, such an observation would a priori call for the follow Ing standard interpretation :
G raviy is correctly described by general relativity, and we live in a at universe lled w ith
dustlike m atter and a cosn ological constant, w ith corresponding present energy densities
(relative to the critical density) n ;0 and . However, for our pumpose, Eq. @) should
Just be considered as kinem atical. It tellsus how the universe expands w ith redshift z, but
we are free to assum e that the dynam ics of the expansion is govermed by a scalartensor
theory. Therefore, p,, and o0 are here m ere param eters, whose nam es refer to their
physical signi cance in the fram ework ofGR .0 foourse, one should not forget that they do
not have the sam e Interpretation w ithin scalartensor theories.

For our num erical applications, we will fiirther take the present estim ates based on
combined CM B uctuations and supemovae observations (they w ill be determ ined m ore
accurately by future experin ents):

0 07; mp 03 : 62)

Forthese num ericalvalues, (6.)) is consistent w ith the presently available lum inosity distance
Dy (z) up to z 1. Actually the best- t universe, ifwe assume atness, gives , = 0:72
and ;0 = 028. W e have chosen to work directly with the exact form @), instead of
the D ;, (z) extracted from observation, in order to clarify the physical content of our resuls.
Indeed, the present cbservational estin ates for D, (z) are still too in precise to constrain
strongly the class of scalartensor theories we are considering. M oreover, som e of our resuls
below depend crucially on the fact that H (z) keeps the form (6.]) up to redshifts z 2,
which have not yet been reached experin entally. To relate our results to those cbtained in
M4/4ql using tting functions oran expansion I powers ofz, one just needstouseEq. EJ)):
Our exact expression (6.)) orH (z) corresponds to som e exact expression rD ;, (z).

To sum m arize, we are assum ing in this section that future cbservations ofthe um inosity
distance D 1, (z) willprovide a H (z) ofthe form (6.)) w ith the num erical values (6J). This
In plies notably that our Universe is presently accelerating. O n the other hand, we are not
assum Ing that the correct theory of gravity is necessarily GR plus a coan ological constant.
Them ain question that we w illaddress is therefore the follow ing: W ould such an \observed"
H (z) necessarily rule out the existence of a scalar partner to the graviton? If not, would
it be possble to reproduce (6.]) within a m ore natural scalartensor theory, in which 0
oould be explained by a \generalized quintessence" m echanism ?

W ewill rstanalyze in subsection A the sin plest subclass of scalartensor theories that
we can consider, namely when U = 0 In action £.J). Since this is a priori the subclass
which di ers the most from GR plus a cosn ological constant, this study will be rather
detailed, and it will allow us to underline the m athem atical and physical m eaning of the
constraints that are obtained. Subsection B w illbe again devoted to the case of a m asskess
scalar eld, but combined w ith a coan ological constant. A s its conclusions basically con m
those of subsection A, we will present them m ore concisely. Fially, we willbrie y discuss
In subsection C the cases where one In poses particular form s for the coupling function F in
action @)), and one reconstructs the potentialU from thebackground equations §3){ §4).
The case of a given finctionaldependence between F and U w ill also be addressed.
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A .Case ofa vanishing scalar- eld potential

Since a coam ological constant can be interpreted as a particular case of scalar- eld poten—
tial, it is instructive to analyze w hether an cbserved expansion like (6J]) could be reproduced
in a theory without any potential, and we now study Eqgs. §3){E.4) oru ()= 0=V ().
This case can be analyzed using the second order di erential equation §3) or F, which
sim pli es signi cantly if one ntroduces a function £ such that

F (z)=F, A+ zFE@L+ 2) : 63)

A smentioned In Sec.V A above, one can also sst Fg = 1 without loss of generality.] Then,
using the assum ed \experin ental" expression (6.J) forH (z), and writing £J3) In tem s of
X 1+ z,weget

3 @® E 30 — .
( ;O+ m;OX)Xf (X)+2 m;OXf(X) 4 ;OXf(X)_3m;O- (6-4)

To avold any confusion, ket us recall that ,, (@nd the two occurrences of 0 In the
left-hand side) com es from the \cbserved" cosn ological finction (6 J)), notw ithstanding the
fact that there isno coan ological constant in them odelwe are considering. The value ,
appearing in the right-hand side stands for the present relative energy density of dustlike
m atter. W e assum e that it takes the sam e num erical value @) as In the \cbserved" H (z)
(¢ . Equation (64) tellsushow we should choose £ (x) to m in ic exactly thisH (z) in the
present potentiatfree theory. In otherwords, ,, and  ; aretwo numbers assum ed to be
given by experin ent, and wewish to t f x) and , to satisfy Eq. (64).

To Integrate this second-order di erential equation, we need two Iniial conditions for £
and its derivative. The rst one is an obvious consequence of Eq. J) taken at z= 0, and
we sinply get £ (1) = 1. The second one should be such that the solarsystem bound {33) is
satis ed. Forinstance, if J doesnotvanish, issu clenttoinposFJ= 0,ie.,£f°Q)= 2
using Eq. (¢.3). T his corresponds to a scalartensor theory which hasbeen attracted towards
an extremum ofF during the cosn ological expansion of the universe (cf. R§24)), so that
it is presently strictly indistinguishable from general relativity in solar-system experin ents.
The illallowed dom ain for £°(1) willbe explored below in a num ericalway.]

1. Spatdally atuniverse

W e consider rst our potentialfree model in a spatially at FRW universe ( ;0 = 0).
Then Eq. {64) becomesa rst-order di erential equation for £ and its integration yields

n - - ! #
o) = 1 n ﬁp1+ +1 pﬁ1+ X 1 2q 1T ) 6.5)
1+ 3 "1+ 2+1 1+ 1 ’
where we have st m0= ;0 ,and where the nalconstant nside the square bradkets
hasbeen chosen to impose £°(1) = 2 (ie. EY= 0). The function f x) = 1+ ;* £%(y)dy can

be explicitly w ritten in temm s of generalized hypergeom etric functions, but its com plicated
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expression w illnotbe ussful forourpurpose. Let us just quote the rst order of its expansion
In powersof = ;o :
|

1 n 0 n 0
£e)=3 2x+ (5 l6x+ X + 12xIx)—-+ 0 —= (6.6)

;0 ;0

In conclusion, Eq. (64) could be integrated analytically, in the particular case of a spatially

at universe. This m eans that at last n the vichiy of z = 0, there a priori exists a
potentiatfree scalartensor theory which exactly m in ics general relativiy plus a coan olog—
ical constant.

H owever, the theory ism athem atically consistent only if F (z) rem ains strictly positive.
[IfF vanishes, then the coupling function A (' ), Eq. £ 4¢), between m atter and the helicity—-
0 degree of freedom ’ diverges, and if F becom es negative, the graviton carries negative
energy.] Let us thus com pute the value z, . orwhich F (zyax), or £ (L + Z, 2x), vanishes
for the st tine. Because of the com plexiy of the solution f, we did not nd a close
analytical expression for z, ., but is expansion in powers of , = , can be obtained
straightforw ardly:

7 amp 3 5105 21 _ 3 32 24

3
h- — + —+ —h-+9 h-
2 32 o 8 1792 8 2 2 20 3

6.7)

Zmax: +

N
o

Num erically, for the values (64) of , and ,,we nd z,., 0:66. Ih conclusion, this
scalartensorm odelisable tom In ic general relativity plus a cosn ological constant, but only

on the am all nterval z 0:66. If future ocbservations of type Ia supemovae give a behavior
ofH (z) ofthe form (6.]]) on a larger interval, say up to z 1, then the present scalartensor
theory w illbe ruled out. T his exam pl of a vanishing potential illustrates a conclusion that
we will reobtain below for m ore general theories: T he determ ination of the form of H (z)

over som e (even rather an all) redshift Interval is In fact m ore constraining than the precise

value of the param eters ,, o7 ;0 them selves. Indeed, Eqg. ) clearly show s that z, .,

cannot exceed 1 even in the presum ably unrealistic case of ;o .0« B calculation using

the exact expression for £ (x) shows that z, ,x would exceed 1 only or 0= 1:59.]
N ote that all the resuls cbtained are lndependent of the param eter H .

2. Spatially curved universe

O ne could try to ncrease z, .x by considering a spatially curved FRW universe. W e did
not solve Eq. {6.4) in the m ost general case, but since we w ish to com pute the corrections
to Eq. (6.]) due to a snallvaluie of j = ,0J i is su cient to work at zeroth order in

mo= m.Letusthusset ,,= 0 Eqg. (64), which reduces to

2f%®) 4 Lfx) =0: (6.8)
Tts solution is obviously a she if , < 0 (le. = +1, closed universe), or a hyperbolic
she for , > 0 (e, = 1, open universe). Taking Into account the initial conditions
fl)= land £f°Q)= 2, wethusget
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1
fl+2z)=cos@ z) —sn@ z) or 2

> 0; (6.9a)

1
fl+ z)= coh@ z) =—shh@ z) or 2 o+ > 0 : (6 .9b)

;0

The rstzero off 1+ z) isthen reached either at z, o = Zi arctan oratzi arctanh . In
both cases, theexpansion npowersof givesza.x 3+t 0= j-W orkingperturbatively,
one can also com pute the correction to this expression due to the nonzero value of , 5, and
one ndsthat z, ,, is given by Eq. (6.]) above plus the Hllow ing correction:

" , , !
1 1 456In(3=2) 163 . 00 LI

;0
%ax = + + O > >
6 16 70 ;0 i0 70

r

(6.10)

In conclusion, z, .x can be slightly enlarged if we consider our potential-firee scalartensor
theory in an open FRW universe ( , > 0). Numerically, for the values J) of

and 0, Wwe nd  Fax 026 = , . Sihce the latest experinental data on CM B

tam perature uctuations already constrain j o jto be an all (see the lJatest Boom erang and
M axin a data), and actually an open universe isunlkely whilk am arginally closed universe is
still acoeptable, we thus recover the sam e qualitative conclusion as in the spatially at case:
Tt ispossbl to m in ic general relativity plus a coam ological constant w ithin a potential-free
scalartensor theory only on a sn all redshift intervalz < 0:8.

3. Num erical integrations

T he above conclusions have been con m ed by num erical integrations ofEgs. §3){ §.9),
still assum ing a Hubbl diagram consistent with (6.]]). Tnstead of considering only theories
which are presently indistinguishablk from generalrelativity €= 0), we in posed arbitrary
initial conditions forF ¢, and com puted the corresponding value of the present scalarm atter
coupling strength o, Eq. 2.]). In the case of a spatially at FRW universe, we recovered
that the solarsystem bound ) In poses the Iim it z, ax 068, consistently w ith the above
analytical estin ate {6.]). In other words, the constraint J) is so tight that even taking
the largest allowed value for j (jdoes not change signi cantly z, .« . Figure 1 disolays the
reconstructed F (z) forthism axin alj (Jj and one can note that its slope at z = 0 isvisually
Indistinguishabl from the horzontal. This gure also plots the E nstein—fram e scalar / ,
Eq. €44), which is the actual helicity-0 degree of freedom of the theory. Notice that it
diverges at z, ax, S0 that the theory loses its consistency beyond this value of the redshift.

Curiously, we found that even ifno experin ental constraint like §J) is inposed on J o
(ie., even if we forget that solarsystem experin ents con m very well general relativity),
then the m athem atical consistency of the theory anyway imposes z < 35. In fact, Eq. $J)
alone can be solved for arbitrary lJarge values of z, ie., there exist initial values of FOO such
thatF (z) rem ainspositive forany z. H owever, the values ofF J needed to integrate Eq. $3)
beyond z = 335 corresoond to negative values of g = @!y+ 3)! where !, denotes the
present value of the BransD icke param eter). In other words, the expression of (d’ =dz)?
given by Eq. {5.4) would becom e negative around z = 0, and the helicity-0 degree of freedom
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would thus need to carry negative energy at last on a nite Interval of z, if one wished to
integrate Egs. J3){ €.4) beyond z= 35.

Figure 2 digplays the maxinum redshift z,,, consistent with the positivity of energy
of both the graviton and the scalar eld, but for any value of the present m atter-scalar
coupling strength j 3. A s underlined above, one nds that z, .x can never be larger than
35. This gure also indicates the present solar system bound on j ¢j corresponding to
Zin ax 068 asn Fig.1l. The lin iting case ofa vanishing joj ie., ofa scalartensor theory
which is presently strictly indistinguishable from GR in the solar system , corresponds to
Zan ax 0:66, as was derived analytically in Eq. [6]). Fiure 2 also indicates the range of
values for j oJjthat are generically cbtained in Refs. P§] while studying the cosn ological
evolution of scalartensor theories at earlier epochs in them atterdom Inated era: T he theory
isattracted towardsam aximum ofF (ie.,amihinum ofhA (")) so that the present value
of j o7 is expected to be extram ely an all. Finally, this gure also displays the m axin um
value of }.,jorwhich the param etrization Z ( ) = 1 ofaction (I) hasam eaning. Beyond
j oj= 1= 3 (ie. PraBransD ike param eter 2 < 1y< 0),onewould get ¢ < 0 in this
param etrization. In other words, Egs. {53){ {54) cannot be integrated consistently beyond
z 158 ifonesetsZ () = 1, whereasthe BransD icke orthe E instein—fram e representations
show that the theory can bem athem atically consistent up to z 35 ("% rem ains positive) .
T his underlines that the Z = 1 param etrization m ay be som etim es pathological.

Our num erical integration of Eq. (5.6d) not only allowed us to check the positivity of
the scalar eld energy, but also to reconstruct param etrically the m atter-scalar coupling
finction A (" ). SihceA = F 2 ,Eq. €443), we know that A (z) is nite and strictly positive
over the Interval 0;z, ax [ but we also checked that it is singke valued over this interval.
This means that if ’ (z) can take several tim es the sam e value for di erent z, they must
correspond also to the sam e value of A (z). A ctually, since Eq. §.6) doesnot x the sign
of d’ =dz, one should keep In m Ind that ' can oscillate around a constant value ’ . If
the num erical integration conflises the two points ’ i ", but ifA (" ) happens not to be
symm etrical around i, i may look lke a bivalued function. W hen such a situation
occurred in our program s, we always veri ed that a single-valued A (" ) could be de ned
consistently by unfolding it around the oscillation points of 7 . Figure 3 illustrates such a
situation, for an intentionally unrealistic value of j (j in order to clarify the plots. [The
value j Jj= 1 is inconsistent w ith the solarsystem bound {33), but it corresponds anyw ay
to a m athem atically consistent theory, although the Z = 1 param etrization cannot be used
In this case.]

A 1l the functions InA (" ) that we reconstructed have sim ilar convex parabolic shapes.
T his is consistent w ith the results ofR efs. P§29], show ing that the scalar eld is generically
attracted towards a m nimum of hA (' ) durng the expansion of the universe. If we had
found m odels such that the present epoch (z= 0) isclosstoamaxinum ofhA, thiswould
have m eant that the theory is unstable, and that we have extrem ely ne tuned it to be
consistent w ith solarsystem constraints. O n the contrary, the convex functions nA (" ) that
we obtained show that these scalartensor m odels are coan ologically stable, ie., that the
tight bounds J4) are in fact natural consequences of the attractorm echanisn described in
3.

W e have checked that reducing the param eter ,, allow s us to extend the integration
region In the past, consistently with the above analytical results. For instance, when we
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vary o, stillsatisfylng p,0 =1 0 and setting , = 0,we nd that , < 0:02 is
required In order to integrate the equations up to a redshift z= 5. This would correspond
o n= 0 > 50, ie., 100 tim es Jarger than present estin ates.

W e also added random noise to our assumed H (z), Eq. (6.), and veri ed that the
conclusions are not changed qualitatively provided H (z) isknown overa w ide enough redshift
Interval. Thism eans that the experim ental determ ination of the lum inosity distance D 1, (z)
needs not be very precise to be quite constraining, provided redshifts of order z 2 are
probed. As an illustration, ket us take the exact expression H (z) of Egs. @) { Q) for
discrete values ofthe redshift, say z= 0;0:1;02;0:3;::3 and ket usadd or subtract random Iy
between 0 and 30% to the corresponding H (z). Then, wemay t a polynom ial through
these \noisy" values of H (z), and use our num erical program s to ntegrate the background
equations (£3){ £.§) and reconstruct F . W e found that there always exists a m axin um
redshift beyond which F is negative (@and the theory thus nconsistent). Figure 4 digplays
the two extram e values of z, ,x that we obtained w ith hundreds of such \deform ed" H (z):
Tt is som etin es even an aller than for the \exact" H (z) ofEq. @), and som etin es larger
but never greater that 2. It should be noted that for the 30% noise we chose, the H (z)
ofpure GR with a vanishing coan ological constant could have been obtained. In that cass,
a potentialfree scalartensor modelw ih = oonst: would of course have tted perfectly
thisH (z) uptoz ! 1 . The rmason why we never m anaged to go beyond z; ax 2 is
that we considered random noise, Instead of such a precise bias of our assum ed function
H (z), Eqg. @) . W e are aware that our deform ed functions of Fig. 4 do not reproduce a
realistic experin entalnoise. H owever, they illustrate n awellde ned way that an inaccurate
determ nation of H (z) over a wide redshift interval is actually m ore constraning than a
precise m easuram ent over a an all redshift intervalonly.

T he conclusion of the present subsection is therefore that a scalartensor theory w ithout
potential can accomm odate a Hubbl diagram consistent with {6J), but only on a small
redshift nterval if , is signi cant. The experim ental detem nation of the lum nosity
distanceD y, (z), either accurately forz < 1 oreven w ih large (tens ofpercents) uncertainties
up to redshiftsz 2, severely constrainsthis subclass oftheories. Future cbservations should
thus be ablk to distinguish them from general relativity, and to con m or rule them out
w ithout any am biguity.

Tt isworth noting that such future determ inations ofD ;, (z) would a priori bem uch m ore
constraining than solarsystem experim ents and binary pulsars tests. Indeed, although the
precision ofthe latter is quite in pressive (see eg. [§L3R2FR1)), they anyway probe only the

st two derivatives of mA ('), Eas. B2)-B3), whereas cosn ological cbservations should
give access to the full shape of this function.

Let us also recall that the constraints we found crucially depend on the fact that the
theory should contain only positive-energy excitations to be consistent, and notably that the
function F should rem ain always strictly positive. W e did not use any other coan ological
cbservation, but obviously, once the m icroscopic Lagrangian of a scalartensor theory has
been reconstructed using D 1, (z), allits other coan ologicalpredictions should also be checked.
For Instance, a bound F,,. > 0:86F, isgiven ;n Ref. B4] for the value of the function F at
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nuclkosynthesis tin eE Ifone assum es that F (z) ism onotonic, the reconstructed fiinction of
Fig.1 would not be consistent w ith this nuckosynthesis bound beyond z 03. Thiswould
be even m ore constraining than the bound z < 0:68 we obtained jist from m athem atical
consistency requiram ents. A fematively, a reconstructed function F (z) ke the one ofFig.1
would be consistent with the above nuckosynthesis bound only if it were non-m onotonic
beyond z > 0:6. A lthough this would not be orbidden from a purely phenom enological
point of view , this would be anyway unnatural, and m ore di cult to justify theoretically.

B .M assless scalar eld and an (arbitrary) nonzero cosm ological constant

To con m the results of the previous subsection, ket us now oonsider the case of a
m asskss scalar eld together w ith a coan ological constant whose value di ers from the one
entering our assumed H (z), Eq. @)—@) . The question that we wish to address is the
ollow ing: Can part of the cbserved  ,, be due to the presence of a m asskss scalar eld?

To Im pose a coan ological constant in a scalartensor theory, one would naively choose a
constant potentialU ( ) in action @J). However, as shown by Eq. (£.4d), the correspond-
Ing potentialV (’ ) of the helicity-0 degree of freedom ’ would not be constant In this case
(because F () is a priori varying), and its second derivative would give generically a non—
vanishing scalarm ass. To avoid any scalar self-interaction, and in particular to set itsm ass
to 0, one needs in fact to inpose V (' ) = const: In the Einstein—fram e action £J). This
de nes a consistent coan ological \constant" in a m asskess scalartensor theory. Note that
the corresponding Jordan—fram e potentialU ( ) isthen proportionaltoF 2 ( ), and therefore
that it does not correspond to the usualnotion of cogn olgical constant in action £J).

Since our assum ed \cbserved" H (z) involves a param eter denoted  ,, Egs. @)—@),
Jet us Introduce a di erent notation for the contribution due to the constant potentialV :

2F oV 611)
V;0 3H02
It is easily checked that or vy, = orthesolution A (") =1 (orF ()= 1) is recovered,

ie., a scalar eld m inim ally coupled to graviy with a constant potential acting lke a
cosm ological constant. Thdeed, in term s of the fiinction f ) de ned in 6J),Eq. 3 reads

3 ® E 30 2 _ .
( ;O+ m;OX )Xf (X)+ 2 m;OX f (X) 4 ;OXf(X) 6V;OXf (X)_ 3 m;0 - (6-12)

N ote that this isnow a non-linear equation in F , contrary to Eq. {(64) above for the case of
a vanishing potential. If v, = o,one ndsthat f (x) = x ¢ isan cbvious solution, ie.,
F (z) = Fo = const:A constant scalar eld (or’ ) then satis esEqgs. ($4]{ §.7].
If we now consider a scalartensor theory for which v, di ers from the \cbserved"
0 0:7, we nd that lke In the previous subsection, there exists a m aximum redshift

5See however Ref. @], in which extrem ely an all values of F,=Fqg = A%=Ar2luc are shown to be

consistent w ith the observed abundances of light elem ents, provided d?A (' )=d’ ? is large enough,
where A (") is the m atter-scalar coupling function @ 44g).
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Zn ax oeyond which F (z) becom es negative, and therefore beyond which the theory loses is
m athem atical consistency. Figure 5 displays thism axinum redshift as a function of .
W e plot this gure for the initial condition F? = 0 (ie., or a theory which is presently
Indistinguishabl from GR In the solar system ), but as before, we veri ed that the curve
is alm ost identical if one takes the m axinum value of F ?jconsistent w ith the solar-system
bound ) .Wealoassume , = 0 (gpatially at universe) for this gure, as we know
from the previous discussion that a value even as arge as j ;0] 02 does not change
qualitatively the results.

For v, = 0, we recover the result z, o« 066 derived above for a vanishing potential.
W hen v, < 0, z, .x becom eseven an aller. A s expected, this isworse than in the potential-
free case. On the contrary, when v, ispositive (ie., when it contrbutes positively to part
of the \observed" ), themaxinum redshift z, ., Increases. This is Just due to the fact
that ourm assless scalar eld needs to m In ic a an aller fraction of the \cbserved" 07 O
that the theory can ram ain consistent over a w ider redshift interval. However, we nd that
Znax IS stillsn aller than 15 for vy 06, and a H (z) ofthe form [6.J){(6 R) observed up
to z 2 would thus su ce to mule out themodel. Ifsuch a H (z) could be con m ed up to
4 5,onewould need v, 0694 for ourm assless scalartensor theory to t it! Even so,
the theory would anyway becom e pathological at slightly higher redshifts. In conclusion, a
m asskss scalar cannot acoount for a signi cant part of the observed coan ological constant
ifH (z) is experim entally ound to be of the orm (6.]) over a w ide redshift interval.

Letusnote nally that for vy, > 0rEg. (6.19) does adm it strictly positive solutions
for £ (or F) up to atbirarily large redshifts. This ensures that the graviton energy is
always positive. However, it is now the scalar eld which needs to carry negative energy.
Indeed, Eq. {5.]) gives a negative value for’ &, basically because ofthe presence ofthe large
negative number U in this equation. [In the Z ( ) = 1 param etrization, @ is obviously
also negative, because of Eq. (.63), or directly from Eg. J) which also nvolvesa U
tem .]

T herefore, there is only one possbility for a consistent m assless scalartensor theory to
reproduce (6.]) over a w ide redshift interval: T m ust nvole a cosn ological constant, whose
contrbution v, isequalto (orvery slightly an aller than) theparam eter  ,, entering @) .
In other words, the theory should be extram ely close to GR plus a coan ological constant,
and the m assless scalar eld m ust have a negligble contrbution. T his illustrates again the
m an conclusion of our paper: The experim ental determ nation of the um nosity distance
D, (z) over a wide redshift interval, up to z 2, willsu ce to rule out (or con m ) the
existence of a m assless scalar partner to the graviton.

C .Reconstruction of the potentialU from a given F

In the previous two subsections, the m atter-scalar coupling function F () (orA (' )) was
reconstructed from the assum ed know ledge of H (z), for theories whose potentialU () (or
V (")) had a given form . W e now consider the inverse problam . W e still assum e that future
observations w ill provide a Hubble diagram consistent w ith ¢.J)-(6J), but we wish now to
reconstruct the scalar- eld potentialU for given form s of the coupling function F .
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1. G eneric scalartensor theories

W e st consider a generic twoparam eter fam ily of scalartensor theories, which has
already been studied in great detail for solarsystem , binary-pulsar and graviy-w ave experi-
m ents R1R3], aswellas for cosm ology starting w ith them atter-dom inated era R§]and even
back to nuckosynthesis P7]. Tts de nition is sin pli ed if we work in the Einstein frame
€4)-€9). The m atterscalar coupling finction is sin ply given by

A ()= o '0)+% o ") (613)
In which the present value of the scalar eld, ' o, m ay be chosen to vanish without loss of
generality. Any analytical function InA (" ) m ay be expanded In such a way, but we here
assum e that no higherpower of’ appears, ie., that A (' ) is strictly parabolic: Tt depends
only on the two param eters ¢ and . The latter isa sim pli ed notation for d =d’ )y, and
should not be confused w ith the post-N ewtonian parameter de ned in GJ14). B ctuall,
this equation show sthat 1+ § o.] Solarsystem experinentsinposej oj< 14 107,
Eq. 8J), while binary pulsarsgive o> 4:5,Eq. [33), orthis class of theories. W e rst
study these m odels for the case ofa spatially at universe ( ,, = 0).

As shown by Eq. {4.]), a constant scalar eld ’ = ', may be a solution if ; = 0
(othat () / ( "9) vanishes too) and if the potentialV (" ) is also constant. Our
assmed H (z),Egs. (6J)-(64), can thus always be reproduced if the param eter  vanishes
dentically, and the reconstructed potential m erely reduces to the constant V. = gH g 0.
T his corresponds sim ply to GR plus a cosn ological constant, and the m assless scalar degree
of freedom ’ rem ains unexcited, frozen at an extremum of the parabola ((13). A ctually,
Eqg. @]) show sthat thisextremum corresponds to a stable situation only ifit isam ninum ,
ie. if 4 0 in [61B). This is consistent w ith the results of Refs. [RH2F]: If the theory
Involves a cosn ological constant w hose value equals the \cbserved" one n Egs. {6.1)-(63), a
m assless scalar eld is coan ologically attracted towardsam Inin um ofthe coupling function
InA (" ), and the present value of its slope, o, is expected to be generically very sm all.

On the other hand, if , is not assum ed to vanish, say if its value is com parabl to the
solarsystem bound (33), then our reconstruction of the potential V () from Eqgs. ) {
(€.9) Jeads to serious di culties. Their nature depends on the m agnitude of the curvature
param eter , ofparabol (.13).

String=inspired m odels f]] suggest that  may be as large as 10, oreven 40. W ith such
large values (and assum ing non+vanishing ), our num erical integrations ofEgs. £3){ §.9)
give concave potentialsV (* ), unbounded from below . T his corresponds to unstable theories,
and thereby to extrem ely ne-tuned Iniial conditions: Changing slightly the derivative of
the scalar eld, d’ =dz, at high redshifts would a priori yield a totally di erent universe
at present. This result tells us that this kind of m odels cannot be consistent over a w ide
redshift Interval w ith the exact form ofH (z) we chose in @), unless the param eter ¢ is
extram ely snall. A ctually, this is just another way to present the results of Refs. PJR4]:
Since they predict that  should be aln ost vanishing at present, assum ing a signi cant
non-zero value In plies that the theory is unnatural

To obtain convex-shaped potentialsV (" ) (ie., stable theories) whik stillassum ing a non-—
vanishing o, we typically need values of j oj< 4. However, the reconstructed potentials
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always exhibit sudden changes of their slope. Basically, they reproduce a cosn ological
constant over a nite ntervalaround ’ ; (ie., around z = 0), and becom e rapidly divergent
beyond a critical value of the scalar eld (depending on (). Therefore, as in subsection
VIB above, we nd that such scalartensorm odels can reproduce (.)) only ifthey involve
a coan ological constant, whose energy contribution is close to the parameter ,, entering
H (z), and ifthe scalar eld has a negligbl enough in uence. In other words, such m odels
would not explain the an all but nonzero value of the observed cosn ological constant by
a \quintessence" m echanisn , and would not be m ore natural than m erely assum ing the
existence of

T he above results are signi cantly changed if we take into account the possble spatial
curvature ofthe universe. Indeed, an ootherpotentialsV (" ) are cbtained for closed universes
( ;0 < 0), and the present value ofthe coam olgical constant thusbecom esm ore \natural".

To illustrate this feature, ket us consider the case ofa m inim ally coupled scalar eld (as
in [4)), corresponding to o= (= 0 In Eq. (613). Foran open universe ( , > 0), we

nd from Eq. @) that the scalar eld would need to carry negative energy to reproduce

@) . On the other hand, for a closed unierse ( ,0 < 0), one can derive analytically the
param etric form ofthe potentialV (" ). It can be expressed In tem s of the hypergeom etric
fiinction ,F ; @@;b;c;x) (solution ofthe di erentialequation x 1 x)F%+ & @+ bt 1)xF°
akE = 0):

7 (6.14a)

’ i0

l . l . 4 . .

. 2F 1 35737 x> (614b)
where as before x 1+ z.Ifj pJjisvery anall, we recover that V (" ) exhibits a sudden
change of slope, aswas obtained above In the at case. This is illustrated by the lft panelof
Fig.6.0n the contrary, if j , jis large enough, the sam e analytical expression (6.14) gives
nice reqular potentials, like the one digolayed In the right panelofF ig. 6. T his reconstructed
V ("), as well as those cbtained num erically for weakly varying nA ('), Eq. ((13), are
naturalin the sense that they can be approxin ated by the exponential of sin ple polynom ials
In /. In that case, the cbserved value of the cosn ological constant does not appear as a
m ere param eter ntroduced by hand in the Lagrangian, but corresponds basically to the
present value of 2V (" ). Ik should be noted that a value as hrge as 4 = 01 is not
excluded by the Jatest Boom erang data, though it would be problem atic in the fram ew ork

ofthe in ationary paradigm .

In conclusion, the existence of non-singular solutions over a long period of tin e is again
the constraining input. A non-m inin ally coupled scalar eld isessentially Incom patible w ith
@) over a w ide redshift interval, unlss the scalar eld is frozen atam lnimum of hA (")
(consistently with P3R4]) . If iture experin ents provide a Hubbl diagram in accordance
wih {6J) and also give a very sm allvalue for  ,, t w illbe possible to conclude that scalar-
tensor theordes (either non-m inin ally orm inin ally coupled) cannot explain in a naturalway
the existence of a coan ological constant. O n the other hand, if the universe is closed and
j 0 Jjlameenough, a \quintessence" m echanisn in a scalartensortheory seem sm ore natural
than a m ere coan ological constant.
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2. Scaling solutions

T he above conclusions can be con m ed by starting from a given F (z) (orA (z)), rather
than F () (or A (")). W e consider here \scaling solutions", ie., we assum e that these
functions behave as som e power of the scale factora. Onemay or nstance write F (z) =
@=a)f = 1+ 2z)?P,wih p 0. Asbefore, our ain is to reconstruct a reqular potential
V (') from the know ledge ofH (z), assum ed to be ofthe orm EJ)-E ).

T he strongest constraint on this class of theories is in posad by the solarsystem bound
GJ) . mdeed, using thede nition @.]) or (' ),onecanalowrteias ()= FER' %),
and Eq. .4) evaluated at z = 0 then yields the ollow ng second-order equation forp :

a ° @R+ 3n.0) pt4 o Z=0: 615)

N ote that this equation does not depend on the full form ofEq. (J)), but only on its rst
derivative at z = 0, ie., on the deceleration parameterqy = H &H ), 1. The constraints
on p derived below are thus valid as soon as ¢ is of order %, consistently with the
estin ated value (62) or ;.

In the case of a spatially at universe ( , = 0), Eq. (6I13) gives mmediately p =
@+ 3 np) =0 &) 3%, o that the solarsystem bound 3J) mposesp< 6 10%.
T herefore, the scalar eld needstobealn ost m nim ally coupled. Ifp vanishes identically, we
recover as before the trivial solution of GR plus a coan ological constant, together w ith an
unexcited m inin ally-coupled scalar eld. O n the other hand, ifp does not vanish, one nds
that the scalar eld needs to carry negative energy beyond z 14. Even wihout trying
to reconstruct the potentialV (’ ), one can thus conclude that such scaling solutions would
be ruled out by the ocbservation of a H (z) of the form (6) up to z 2. Paradoxically,
this result is valid even for an in nitesim al (out nonzero) valie of p. Indeed, there exists
a discontinuity between the case of a strictly constant F and that of a scaling solution
F (z)= 1+ z)P.At rstorderi p,and stillassuming ,0 = 0, one can write Eq. @) as

m ;0 @+ 2)3

1
21+ z)?r®= 3p h(l+ z) = + 0 ) : 6.16
( ) p 3p In( )3 T a0tz ©) (6.16)

This equation con msthat’® ! Owhenp! 0, and therefore that the scalar el tends
towards a constant in this lim it. H owever, it carries positive energy (* @ 0) only if

;0

3 m ;0

1+ z)°® @+ z) 2 617)
Since the right-hand side is estin ated to be < 1, the m axinum valie of z is cbtained for
hd+ z) 5=6, so that the Jarge num erical factor com ing from (1 + z) in the Jeft-hand side
is com pensated by the sn all term inside the second parentheses. W orking iteratively, this
m axinum redshift canbebetterapproxim atedby z, . € ° 1+ ( 0=3 no)e ™ 145,
and the actualnum erical resolution ofequality (¢17) forthe values (6J) gives z, o, = 1:429.
Therefore, even if p is vanishingly sm all, a scaling solution F (z) = (1 + z) P cannot be
consistent w ith @) beyond this m aximum redshift. This illustrates once m ore that the
experin ental determ Ination of H (z) up to z 2 would be m ore constraining that solar-
system experin ents forthis class oftheordes, provided one takes into acoount the requirem ent
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of positive energy. Let us underline that the above value for z, 5, is valid for a m onom ial
F = (@=ag)® but not for m ore com plicated polynom ial expressions. Indeed, as shown for
instance In Sec. VIB above, there do exist scalartensor theories consistent w ith @) up

to arbitrarly large redshifts, and they do not need to be strictly equivalent to GR plus
a ocoan ological constant (@lthough they must be close enough to it). M oreover, the above
maxinum redshift is a consequence of the exact orm for H (z) we chose n Eq. @). A

slightly di erent function m ay of course allow a positiveenergy scalar eld up to mudch

higher redshifts. Tt su ces that the right-hand side of Eq. (§.6b] be strictly positive for

F const:, and the case of a closed universe discussed below provides an exam ple, since
the contrbution o 1Is then positive in Eq. (.64).

The case ofa spatially open universe ( , > 0) is forbidden by Eqg. (619), unless 0 1s
snalrthan £ §< 10*. Such a situation would be indistinguishable from the spatially

at case.

In a spatially closed universe ( , < 0), p is given by the positive root of the second—
order equation Eq. (¢.15). Rem embering the solarsystem bound 83), one may consider
the case g J onjandonegetsp  2j,] 0 - Even if one considered values of
as largeas 0i, thiswould lim it p to 10° . TherePre, in this case again, solar-system
constraints in pose that the scalar eld should be alm ost m Inin ally coupled, if one looks
for such scaling solutions. The di erence w ith the spatially at case isthat Egs. G3){ (.7)
can now be integrated for any redshift z (fom future n nity, z= 1, to arbitrarily large
z). Since F (z) needs to be aln ost constant, we recover solution (6.14) for the potential
V (").Asih Sec.VIC .1 above, we can thus conclude that such m odels would be consistent
wih (6.J) over a wide redshift interval only if they are (alnost) m nim ally coupled, and
they would provide a natural \quintessence" m echanism to explain the presently cbserved
coan ological constant only if the universe is m arghally) closed.

Let usend thisparagraph by a ram ark conceming scaling solutions, forwhich the scalar-

eld energy density scales lke a power of a. A s m entioned in the Introduction, they have
attracted a ot of attention recently. For a m inin ally coupled eld, the possible scaling
behaviors and the corresponding potentials can be classi ed f[Z]]. As for a non-m inim ally
coupled eld, a subclass of theories was considered in @], forwhich

U()=CF ()"; (618)

whereC andM are constants. Since, besides these tw o constants, there is only one unknow n
function of , the know ledge ofH (z) su ces to reconstruct the fiilllm icroscopic Lagrangian

from Egs. $3){ 548) above. However, the m ain conclusion of Ref. [Aj] can be recovered
from a sin ple argum ent, w ithout any num erical integration. Indeed, i was shown in this
reference that there exists a universal behavior of these theories, depending on M but not
on the precise shape ofF ( ). Asemphasized n 5], this result was obtained in the strong

coupling lim it, corresponding omally to Z () ! 0 in action (¢.I). Taking into acoount the
assum ed relation ), the class of theories under consideration is thus de ned by
1 Y P y
S = d*x gF ()R 2CF () + Sulnsg 1: (6.19)
16 G
Ifwe now Introduce a new scalar variable = F (), we notice that disappears totally

from the action. No physical result can thus depend on the precise form ofF ( ), and we
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recover the conclusion of f5]. The constant C may also be st to 1 by a change of kength
unis, and this class of theories is thus param etrized by the single real number M . Any
physical prediction m ust therefore depend only on M .

VII.CONCLUSION

In thiswork we have Investigated the constraints that arise from the experim entalknow -
edge of the lum inosity distance In function of the redshift up to z 2, corresponding to
H (z) given by (6.0)-{63). I particular, our universe is then presently accelerating and we
have studied the viability of subclasses of scalartensor theories of gravity. W e have shown
that the subclass of m odels In which the scalar partner of the gravion has no potential
at all, and which satisfy the present-day existing constraints, are inevitably ruled out if an
expansion of the orm of Eq. (6.)) holds even for a redshift intervalas tiny as z < 2 (see
the precise numbers in section VI). W e see that these theories becom e pathological in the
form ofa vanishing F , already at such low redshifts forwhich H (z) willbe experim entally
accessible In the near fiture @]. Hencewe show that a coan ologicalobservation ofthe back—
ground evolution according to Eq. (6.)) in the \recent" epoch w illbe enough to rule out such
m odels. P n the other hand, future cbservations m ight provide a H (z) which con m s the
existence ofa scalar partner to the graviton and rule out pure GR /] Them ain reason why we
obtained so constraining resuls is that we took Into acoount the m athem atical consistency
of the theory, ie., the fact that it should contain only positive-energy excitations to be well
behaved. This requirem ent severely restricts the class of viable m odels.

A non- at universe can alleviate in som e cases the tight constraints we found. H owever,
the latest CM B data released by Boom erang and M axina [JJ4] favor a at universe (In
accordance w ith the In ationary paradigm ), and only a m arginhally closed universe is still
allowed by the location of the rst acoustic O opplr) peak at 200, whilk an open
universe ism ore unlkely.

The m ost In pressive conclusion is that future coan ological cbservations m ay prove to
bem ore constraining form assless scalartensor theories than solar-systam and bihary-pulsar
tests. Indeed, even if the determ ination ofthe lum inosity distance D 4, (z) w illnot reach very
quickly the In pressive accuracy obtained in the solar system orw ith binary pulsars, it will
nevertheless give access to the full coupling function F ( ) in action (, orA (") in the
E instein—fram e rew riting @), whereas only its rst two derivatives are presently probed.
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FIGURES
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FIG .1l. Reconstructed F (z) [e. BransD icke scalar gwp (z)] and E instein—fram e scalar /' as
functions of the Jordan-fram e (i.e., dbserved) redshift z, for the m aximum value of j gjallowed
by solarsystem experin ents, and for a vanishing potential. T he helicity-0 degree of freedom '
diverges at z, .x  0:68.
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FIG.2. M axinum redshift z consistent w ith the positivity of energy ofboth the graviton and
the scalar eld, as a function of the parameter j ¢j. This gure corresponds to the case of a
vanishing scalar- eld potential, and we t the exact H (z) predicted by general relativity plus a
cogm ological constant GR + ).
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FIG . 3. Two versions of the reconstructed coupling function mA (') for j ¢j= 1, the dashed

one looking biwvalued, but the (singlevalued) solid one giving the sam e predicted H (z). This

gure still corresponds to the case of a vanishing scalar- eld potential, and we t the exact H (z)
predicted by GR +

H/H,
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FIG.4. Random deform ations of the H (z) predicted by GR + (W ih 0 = 0{7), and cor-
responding m axin um valie of the redshift z consistent w ith the positivity of energy. T he dashed
lines indicate the region in which random points have been chosen at regular intervals of z. The
thin solid lines correspond to two polynom ial tsofsuch random points. N ote that they can di er
from the GR + curve even m ore than the dashed lines. T he dotted lne labeld simply \GR"
corresponds to a vanishing coan ological constant . Such a bias ofthe GR + curve changes z p, ax
much m ore that the random noise we considered.
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FIG.5. M axinum redshift z consistent w ith the positivity of energy, as a function of the value
of a constant potentialV (case of a m assless helicity-0 degree of freedom ' ).
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FIG.6. M Ininally coupled modelF = 1 in a spatially closed FRW universe, respectively for

0 = 10 3 (eft panel) and ;0 = 0 (cght panel). In both cases, the potentialV (") is
analytically given by Eq. ) . Note that the reconstructed potential does not have a \natural"
shape ifj ;p jistoo am all: Thepresent valueof  isnot explained by a quintessencem echanism ,
and the corresponding scalartensor theory is basically equivalent to GR + . On the contrary, if
J ;0 Jis Jarge enough, the potentialhas a nice am ooth shape, and itspresent value (@t’ o= 0
on the gure) basically corresponds to the cbserved o .
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