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Abstract. The propagation of gravitational waves offers new possibilities for testing the
theory of gravity. Amongst these possibilities there is the luminosity distance of gravitational
waves, dgw . It has been proposed to study this property by means of phenomenological
parametrizations, which in this work we confront to the predictions of Eistein-scalar-GaussBonnet gravity, finding that the simplest parametrization performs better. We propose a
novel parametrization that covers a wider range of models, in particular, within degenerate
higher order scalar-tensor theories of gravity. Also, regarding model selection from best-fit
parameters, we find that even quantities derived from dgw can lead to inconsistent model
selection if they are treated independently. This highlights that it is essential to perform
simultaneous analysis and include other types of data. We expect our findings to be relevant
for future constraints on modified gravity based on the properties of standard sirens.
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1

Introduction

The direct detection of gravitational waves (GW) [1, 2] opened up new avenues for testing
the theory of gravity. For instance, a difference between the propagation of gravitational and
electromagnetic waves over cosmological distances can be traced back to a modification of
General Relativity (GR). Indeed, important constraints on Modified Gravity (MG) theories
have been derived from a measurement of this difference for the electromagnetic and gravitational waves produced by a bynary neutron star inspiral, GW170817 [2–8]. Testing the
theory of gravity with GW at cosmological scales is particularly relevant since it is precisely at
these scales where many theories of MG purposely deviate from GR in order to alleviate the
cosmological constant problem [9, 10]. By doing so, these theories introduce new dynamics
that can also affect the behaviour of tensor perturbations (e.g. [11]). Therefore, MG theories
are subject to GW constraints even if they are endowed with screening mechanisms [12, 13]
that allow them to recover GR predictions at Solar System scales.
Interest in MG has been continuously sourced mainly by theoretical arguments since
the first few years after the introduction of GR (e.g. [14, 15] for reviews). This has led
to a plethora of models that address issues such as the nature of dark energy and dark
matter or the fate of GR at high energy scales. Although the motivations for these models
might emerge from diverse scenarios, it turns out that some of their predictions for physical
observables can be characterized by a few parameters. This feature is exploited, for instance,
in the study of post-Newtonian solutions [16], cosmological evolution [17–19], and inflationary
mechanisms [20]. These parametrized approaches provide a useful tool for testing generic
features of theories of MG. In particular, some parametrizations have been proposed for
the study of modifications to the friction term in the gravitational wave equation [21, 22].
However, the range of applicability of these parametrizations is still under study.
In this work, we study gravitational wave propagation in Einstein-scalar-Gauss-Bonnet
(EsGB) gravity, a theory that modifies GR by the addition of a quadratic curvature term
– the Gauss-Bonnet invariant – directly coupled to a scalar field. In four dimensions, the
Gauss-Bonnet term is proportional to the Euler topological term. Thus, by itself, it does
not modify the classical equations of motion of GR. However, once it is coupled to a scalar
field it becomes dynamical. In the late 80s it was found that this type of coupling appears as
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a second order curvature correction in heterotic string theory [23–25], therefore motivating
investigations on the physical significance of a scalar-Gauss-Bonnet theory. Along these lines,
in [26–28] it was shown that the theory admits singularity-free solutions for a spatially-flat
Friedmann-Robertson-Walker (FRW) metric, prompting a sustained interest in the study
of inflationary, late-time, and astrophysical solutions to EsGB and related models [29–37].
Another relevant property of EsGB is that it is free of Ostrogradsky instabilities, unlike
generic higher order curvature theories which introduce derivatives of order higher than two
in the equations of motion (see [38] for a review of Ostrogradsky theorem). Being a ghost-free
scalar-tensor theory, EsGB is included in Horndeski’s theory – the most general scalar-tensor
theory in 4 dimensions with second order equations of motion [39, 40]. The identification
is not trivial and is performed in [11] by studying the equations of motion. This raises
the issue of a possible incompatibility between the theory and observational constraints on
the speed of gravitational waves [2]. In [35, 36] it was found that compatibility can be
achieved by imposing a differential equation on the scalar coupling function. Finally, recent
investigations on astrophysical solutions have found that future observations of waveforms
of the inspiral phase of binary black hole systems have the potential to constrain EsGB
gravity [37], while black hole shadows could constrain the theory if the uncertainty in ring
diameter measurements decreases from a relative error of 6% to about 1% [41]. In view of the
above, it is interesting to continue the investigation of phenomenological signatures of EsGB.
In this work we explore these signatures in the context of gravitational wave propagation
and we analyse how well the parametrizations proposed in [21, 22] can fit the predictions of
EsGB gravity.
This work is organized as follows. In Sec. 2 we describe the equation that governs gravitational wave propagation, the modifications it gets in MG models, and the parametrizations
that attempt to capture these modifications. Also, we introduce EsGB theory and the solutions that we use as a background to test modified gravitational wave propagation. In Sec. 3
we analyse the results of such tests. In Sec. 4 we propose a novel parametrization that is
valid for a wider range of models. Sec. 5 is devoted to discussion and concluding remarks.

2

Luminosity distance of gravitational waves

In GR, linearized tensor perturbations on a Friedmann-Robertson-Walker background are
described by the equation
h̃00A + 2Hh̃0A + k 2 h̃A = ΠA ,
(2.1)
where h̃A (η, k) = (h̃+ , h̃× ) are the Fourier modes of the GW amplitude, k is the wavenumber,
η stands for conformal time, primes denote derivatives with respect to η, k is the wave vector,
a(η) the scale factor, H = a0 /a is the Hubble parameter, and ΠA is a source term. The
first derivative in eq. (2.1) corresponds to a friction term that depends on the change of
the scale factor, while the third term comes from spatial derivatives and is related to the
propagation speed of GW, cgw . Recent observations place bounds on this quantity at the
level |cgw − c|/c < 10−15 [42], where c is the speed of light, which we set to one in every other
equation in this text.
Generic modifications of gravity affect each term in eq. (2.1). From now on we focus on
theories where the source term ΠA is not present. We also drop modifications to the third
term, i.e., to the speed of propagation of GW. This is completely valid in theories that predict
cgw = 1, such as a reduced set of (beyond) Horndeski theories that includes quintessence,
Brans-Dicke, f (R) and other popular models [3]. Theories that do not generically predict
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cgw = 1 are disfavoured, however, even within such theories, it is possible to construct models
that are compatible with cgw ≈ 1 under some circumstances [8, 36]. Thus, we consider only
modified wave equations of the form
h00A + 2H [1 − δ(η)] h0A + k 2 hA = 0 ,

(2.2)

where δ represents the modifications to the friction term arising from MG. This modification
affects the amplitude of GW, i.e., the amount by which the amplitude of a wave decreases
from the time of emission to the time of observation depends not only on the scale factor but
also on the function δ(η). This leads to the notion of gravitational wave luminosity distance,
gw
em
dgw
L [21]. The distance dL is related to the usual electromagnetic luminosity distance dL ,
by
 Z z

dz 0
gw
em
0
dL (z) = dL (z) exp −
δ(z ) ,
(2.3)
0
0 1+z
where all functions are expressed in terms of redshift (z) instead of time, and the normalization a(z = 0) = 1 is chosen without loss of generality. Unless otherwise specified, from
em
now on we always take δ as a function of z (δ(z)). The difference between dgw
L and dL
implies that measurements of luminosity distance performed with coalescing compact binaries – standard sirens – are different from measurements with electromagnetic probes, thus
providing a possible test for deviations of GR, as explored in [21, 22, 43–45].
2.1

Phenomenological Parametrizations

em
Since an observation of dgw
L /dL 6= 1 does not necessarily point to a specific model of modified
gravity, it is convenient to think of δ(z) in terms of parametrizations that incorporate features
expected in generic theories of MG. For instance, if MG is designed to solve the cosmological
constant problem it would be ideal for it to affect only late time cosmology, this implies that
contribution of δ(z) to linearized perturbations should vanish at high redshifts. On the other
hand, at small redshifts the function

Ξ(z) ≡

dgw
L (z)
,
em
dL (z)

(2.4)

is expected to behave as Ξ(z  1) = 1, since at those values of z the effects of modified GW
propagation do not have enough time to accumulate into an observable quantity. Notice that
the relation between Ξ(z) and δ(z) can be written as
δ(z) = −

d ln Ξ(z)
,
d ln(1 + z)

(2.5)

thus Ξ(z) approaches a constant value for large z. With the considerations above in mind,
Ref. [21] proposes a parametrization for δ(z) that interpolates between the expected behaviours at large and small z,
δI (z) =

n(1 − Ξ0 )
,
1 − Ξ0 + Ξ0 (1 + z)n

(2.6)

where n and Ξ0 are free parameters, both assumed positive. It is straightforward to verify that
δI (z  1) = 0 and δI (z  1) = n(1 − Ξ0 ). The quantity δ(z) is of interest since it represents
the modification to the GW equation due to MG; however, since the observables are dgw
L and

–3–

dem
L , it is also convenient to express the parametrization in terms of Ξ(z). Corresponding to
eq. (2.6) we have
1 − Ξ0
.
(2.7)
ΞI (z) = Ξ0 +
(1 + z)n
with ΞI (z  1) = Ξ0 and ΞI (z  1) = 1. Indeed, at small z, ΞI (z) deviates from unit
by terms of order z. Since Ξ(z) involves an integration over z, it is less sensitive than
δ(z) to details of GW propagation – for instance, a peak in δ(z) might not be reflected in
Ξ(z). In the spirit of parametrizing generic deviation from GR, this is a positive aspect. In
principle, either eq. (2.6) or eq. (2.7) is to be fitted against observational data. However,
first it has to be checked that these parametrizations do indeed describe effects induced on
GW propagation by generic MG models. Some steps in this direction have been taken, for
instance, in [22], where a set of parametrizations including eqs. (2.6), (2.7) were fitted to
the explicit predictions of some well motivated MG models, finding that, while in most cases
eqs. (2.6), (2.7) provide a good fit, exploring alternative parametrizations is important in
order to account for more complicated, but still well motivated, physical predictions of MG.
Specifically, the following alternative parametrizations for δ(z) are explored in [22],
n(1 − Ξ0 )
n(1 − Ξ0 ) 2n(1 − Ξ0 )
+
−
,
1 − Ξ0 + Ξ0 (1 + z)n
(1 + z)n
(1 + z)2n
n(1 − Ξ0 )(1 + z)z n−1
δIII (z) =
.
1 + Ξ0 (ez n − 1)
δII (z) =

Equivalently, the parametrizations for Ξ(z) are



(1 − Ξ0 ) [1 − (1 + z)n ] 
Ξ0 + (1 − Ξ0 )(1 + z)−n ,
ΞII (z) = exp −
2n
(1 + z)
n

ΞIII (z) = Ξ0 + (1 − Ξ0 )e−z .

(2.8)
(2.9)

(2.10)
(2.11)

In Sec. (3) we evaluate the validity of the parametrizations described above for a MG model
known as Einstein-Scalar-Gauss-Bonnet gravity, which we describe below.
2.2

Theoretical predictions of Einstein-scalar-Gauss-Bonnet gravity

Einstein-scalar-Gauss-Bonnet (EsGB) gravity is a MG theory that adds higher order curvature terms to GR. Unlike other higher order curvature corrections, EsGB is free of Ostrogradsky instabilities (see [38] for a review of Ostrogradsky theorem). Indeed, in four dimensions
EsGB is the only ghost-free theory with quadratic curvature terms. Although we shall focus
on this theory, it is worth mentioning that further generalizations where the Gauss-Bonnet
G term is replaced by a function f (G) have been studied in [46], and it has been shown
that their ghosts can be removed at the level of the equations of motion by the addition of
constraints via Lagrange multipliers. In this work we consider an action
 2

Z
MP l
4 √
S = d x −g
R − X − V (φ) − ξ(φ)G ,
(2.12)
2
where the Gauss-Bonnet term is given in terms of the curvature tensor Rµναβ and its contractions as G = R2 − 4Rµν Rµν + Rµναβ Rµναβ , ξ(φ) is the coupling between the scalar field φ and
G, X = ∂µ φ∂ µ φ/2, V (ξ) is the scalar field potential, and MP l is the Planck mass. It is worth
mentioning that EsGB, eq. (2.12), is part of Horndeski gravity [11]. The potential V (φ) does
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not affect the friction term of the gravitational wave equation, thus it will be neglected when
analysing the gravitational wave luminosity distance (for a complete description of how each
term in Horndeski gravity affects the GW equation see, e.g., [47]); however, together with the
coupling ξ(φ), it is relevant in determining the background metric on which we study GW
propagation. Different choices for the coupling and potential functions have been explored
in the literature, e.g., [26, 28, 31, 32, 35, 48], initially motivated by the existence of nonsingular cosmological solutions, but then it was realized that the theory has applications to
the inflationary and late time acceleration eras. Furthermore, it has been shown that there
is a sector of the theory that predicts gravitational waves that propagate at the speed of
light. As a sample of the possible cosmological solutions to EsGB gravity, we work with the
following models:
Model A This model describes de Sitter expansion and is based on the solution reported
in [32], with an exponential coupling function ξ(φ) ∼ eφ and a scalar field that depends
logarithmically on the scale factor, φ ∼ ln a(t), with a certain relation between the
proportionality constants appearing in these functions. Rather than using the precise
form of the solutions derived in [32], and in the spirit of testing the validity of the
δ-parametrizations as oppossed to testing the validity of the model, we assume
ξ(φ) = MP2 l κ1 eκ2 φ ,

(2.13)

3

φ = φ0 ln a (t) ,

(2.14)

where κ1 , κ2 and φ0 are constants to be fixed with the only condition that the expected
asymptotic form of the function δ(z) is obtained. Similar considerations are made in
the other three models. Also, we assume that the solution for the metric ressembles
the observed accelerated expansion, thus we take a constant Hubble factor, H = H0 .
Model B Based on the results of [31] , where a de Sitter solution in a model with quadratic
coupling is presented. This solution is found in the study of early universe dynamics;
however, if the theory is to be compatible with observations, then at late times we can
expect the scale factor to evolve as in a dark energy dominated universe, i.e., as a de
Sitter solution. This motivates us to take the background solution
ξ(φ) = MP2 l κ1 φ2 ,


5
φ = φ0 exp − H0 t ,
2

(2.15)
(2.16)

with a constant Hubbler parameter H0 .
Model C A combination of the results of [26, 49] for inflationary and cosmological scenarios,
both with a power law scale factor, a ∼ tx for some real exponent x, but with different
forms of the potential and coupling function. Drawing from their results, we assume
ξ(φ) = MP2 l κ1 φ2 ,

φ = φ0 + φ1 t2 ,

a(t) = a0 tx .

(2.17)

Model D Based on the results of [49] for cosmological scenarios, we assume a power-law
expansion,
ξ(φ) = MP2 l κ1 eκ2 φ , φ = φ0 + φ1 ln t , a(t) = a0 tx .
(2.18)
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In all the equations above, κ1 , κ2 , φ0 , φ1 and a0 are constants and are specific for each model,
i.e., a choice of their values for Model A has no implication on their values for other models.
Models A, B, C and D are used as cosmological backgrounds where gravitational waves
propagate. To simplify the notation hereafter we set MP2 l = 1.
2.2.1

Modified friction term in EsGB gravity

We take the variation of eq. (2.12) with respect to the metric g µν in order to obtain the field
equations of motion for EsGB gravity. Then we fix ξ(φ) as either a quadratic or exponential
coupling, depending on the model we are considering, and we take first order tensor perturbations, gµν = ḡµν (xα ) + hµν (xα ) with |hµν |  1 around a background metric ḡµν that we
choose as a flat FRW metric,
ds̄2 = ḡµν dxµ dxν = a2 (η)(−dη 2 + dΣ3 ) ,

(2.19)

where dΣ2 is the line element of a flat, spacelike metric, and η represents conformal time.
Performing the perturbation of the equations of motion in traceless transverse gauge, neglecting corrections to the speed of light by the same arguments that lead to eq. (2.2), and
comparing with that same equation, we find that the δ-modifications to the friction term for
any φ-dependent coupling are given by


4 Hφ02 ξφφ + ξφ H0 − 2H2 φ0 + ξφ Hφ00
δ=
,
(2.20)
H (a2 − 8Hφ0 ξφ )
where H = a0 /a, primes denote derivatives with respect to conformal time, ξ is the coupling
function and ξφ , ξφφ are its first and second derivatives with respect to the scalar field. For
the exponential (models A and D) and quadratic (models B and C) coupling functions, δ(z)
takes the form



4κ1 κ2 eκ2 φ H0 − 2H2 φ0 + Hκ2 φ02 + Hφ00
δA,D =
,
(2.21)
H[a2 − 8eκ2 φ Hκ1 κ2 φ0 ]
 0


8κ1 H − 2H2 φφ0 + Hφ02 + Hφ00
δB,C =
.
(2.22)
H[a2 − 16φHκ1 φ0 ]
After converting to cosmological time, using the background solution of each model, and
expressing the results in terms of redshift, each δ(z) becomes
36φ20 H02 κ1 κ22
,
(1 + z)3φ0 κ2 − 24φ0 H02 κ1 κ2
100φ20 H02 κ1
,
δB (z) =
40φ20 H02 κ1 + (1 + z)−5
δA (z) =

δC (z) = −
δD (z) =

32κ1 φ21 (1 + z)−2/x

.
32κ1 xφ1 φ1 (1 + z)−2/x + φ0 − 1
4κ1 κ2 φ1 eκ2 φ0 (κ2 φ1 − 2)(1 + z)−κ2 φ1 /x

(1 + z)−2/x − 8κ1 κ2 xφ1 eκ2 φ0 (1 + z)−κ2 φ1 /x

(2.23)
(2.24)
(2.25)
(2.26)

In order for these functions to decay asymptotically, one must choose appropriate values for
the constants involved. The values we have used are reported in Table 1. For model B it is
impossible to get an asymptotically vanishing δ, instead, it always approaches δ → 5/2. Thus,
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model B modifies gravity at every redshift and it should be ruled out by various observational
tests. Furthermore, the parametrizations given by eq. (2.6), (2.8) and (2.9) are specifically
designed to give δ → 0 as z → ∞. Nevertheless, we have decided to trivially modify these
parametrizations by adding a constant term, so that we can retain model B and gather more
information on the ability of δI , δII , δIII to reproduce the dynamical part of δ(z).
In principle one can use eqs. (2.3) and (2.4) to write down the expression for the function
Ξ(z) corresponding to δ(z) for any coupling function. However, the integral involved in such
an expression is not always analytically solvable, and model D provides an example of this.
Therefore, for this case the fit is performed between the parametrizations and a numerical
profile. For the other three models, Ξ(z) is computed analytically. The results are the
following,
3φ0 κ2 p
(1 + z) 2
1 − 24φ0 H02 κ1 κ2
ΞA (z) = p
,
(1 + z)3φ0 κ2 − 24φ0 H02 κ1 κ2
p
40φ20 H02 κ1 + 1
ΞB (z) = q
,
2
2
5
40φ0 H0 κ1 (1 + z) + 1
p
32κ1 xφ1 (φ0 + φ1 ) − 1
ΞC (z) = q
,

32κ1 xφ1 φ1 (1 + z)−2/x + φ0 − 1
 Z z

δD (z 0 ) 0
ΞD (z) = exp −
dz .
0
0 z +1

(2.27)
(2.28)

(2.29)

(2.30)

In the next section we present the results of fitting models A-D with the parametrizations for δ(z) and Ξ(z) given in eqs. (2.6) to (2.11).

3

Confronting theory and parametrizations

Overall, the simple parametrizations δI (eq. (2.6)) and ΞI (eq. (2.7)) provide a better fit to
all the ESGB models described above and, as anticipated, the fits for Ξ(z) are better than
the fits for δ(z), as we describe in more detail below.
In Fig. 1 we show the theoretical profiles for δ(z) and Ξ(z) for models A-D with the
constants reported in Table 1, as well as the parametrizations δI , δII , δIII (left panels) and
ΞI , ΞII , ΞIII (right panels). By design δII (0) = 0, this is required in models where the
cosmological solution evolves towards a de Sitter fixed point. Similarly, δIII (0) = 0 for
n > 1. This restriction makes δII and δIII unable to reproduce the theoretical δ(z) in the
models we are studying when z → 0. Since Ξ(z) is a cumulative effect, it is highly sensitive
to the behaviour of δ(z) near z → 0. Thus, if δ(z ∼ 0) is not well fitted neither is Ξ(z), unless
we allow Ξ(z) to select its best fit parameters independently of those of δ(z). In this case,
the parameters extracted from the fit to Ξ(z) do not necessarily agree with those extracted
from the fit to δ(z). It is important to keep this in mind when fitting actual data: a good fit
to Ξ(z) does not imply that the same parameters provide a good fit for δ(z), therefore, fitting
one quantity is not enough to conclude that the parametrizations favour a certain model.
In Table 2 we report the best fit parameters obtained from independent fits for δ(z)
and Ξ(z) with the three parametrizations described in Sec. 2. Both from Fig. 1 and from the
errors reported in Table 2 we conclude that the parametrization ΞI performs better than the
others. A few remarks about these figures are in order.
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Model
A
B
C
D

κ1
0.1
-0.05
0.1
0.1

κ2
0.3
-1.0

φ0
1.0
1.0
-1.0
1.0

φ1
1.0
1.0

x
0.5
-1.0

Table 1. Parameters for the models A-D presented in Sec. 2.2. These parameters are chosen such
that δ(z) vanishes asymptotically, except for model B where this is not possible and we only require
that δ 0 is asymptotically vanishing.

A
n0
Ξ0

2.067 ± 0.024
0.561 ± 0.003

n0
Ξ0

2.006 ± 0.011
0.56 ± 0.0006

n0
Ξ0

2.908 ± 0.099
0.626 ± 0.01

n0
Ξ0

3.07 ± 0.038
0.58 ± 0.0012

n0
Ξ0

0.695 ± 0.007
0.568 ± 0.004

n0
Ξ0

0.5 ± 0.0063
0.512 ± 0.0012

B

C
δI
33.68 ± 0.335
8.43 ± 0.09
0.411 ± 0.005
0.65 ± 0.003
ΞI
3.37 ± 0.017
6.135 ± 0.036
1.4 ± 0.001
0.62 ± 0.0002
δII
14.63 ± 3.2
9.69 ± 0.7
0.514 ± 0.06
0.7 ± 0.017
ΞII
2.42 ± 0.012
9.04 ± 0.12
0.008 ± 0.0011 0.624 ± 0.0005
δIII
0.0 ± 7.662
0.001 ± 1.9
−0.58 ± 63.26
−0.58 ± 11.6
ΞIII
0.62 ± 0.008
0.158 ± 0.006
1.57 ± 0.004
0.46 ± 0.0021

D
3.79 ± 0.016
0.843 ± 0.001
3.5 ± 0.0075
0.84 ± 0.00005
6.16 ± 0.268
0.87 ± 0.005
5.36 ± 0.055
0.84 ± 0.0002
0.001 ± 12.8
−0.56 ± 365.2
0.26 ± 0.008
0.79 ± 0.001

Table 2. Parameters (n0 , Ξ0 ) determined by a least squares fit between the parametrizations I-III and
the models A − B specified in Table (1). The fits to δ and Ξ are performed independently, therefore
the values of n0 and Ξ0 obtained by each fit are not necessarily self-consistent.

• Model B (second row in Fig. 1) modifies gravity at all redshifts. Asymptotically, its δ(z)
approaches a constant value of 2/5 which is not compatible with the parametrizations
given by eq. (2.6), (2.8) and (2.9). Thus, only in this case we minimally modified these
parametrizations by the addition of a constant term. At this point, one could either
fix this constant term to the known asymptotic value of δ(z) or leave it as another free
parameter to be fixed by the least squares methods. We took the former approach. In
addition, for this model we modified ΞI , ΞII , ΞIII in order to take into account the
constant asymptotic value of δ(z).
• Model B also exemplifies that Ξ(z) → 0 as z → ∞ is as an indication that GR is being
modified at all redshifts. If the integral in (2.3) grows for large z, which happens for
instance if δ(z) is constant, then Ξ(z) goes to zero.
• The best fit parameters obtained with δIII display large uncertainties. These uncer-
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Figure 1. Comparison between the functions δ and Ξ for models A-D and the parametrizations given
by eqs. (2.6)-(2.11) with the values for the parameters reported in Table 2.
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tainties can be reduced by removing from the analysis points that are too close to
the origin, i.e., by changing the range of z used in the numerical fits. However, in
order to report parameters obtained under the same search criteria, we did not do this
modification here.
The results above show that δI and ΞI provide good fits to well motivated quadratic models
of gravity, in particular to models A and D that are motivated by late time cosmological
solutions. Nevertheless, it is known that these parametrizations are not appropriated for
certain types of modifications of gravity, in particular DHOST gravity. Thus, we would like
to generalize the parametrizations studied above so that we can fit a wider range of models.

4

A novel parametrization

In this section a more general parametrization is presented. The proposal mimics models
that evolve towards a de Sitter fixed point as well as models that do not. The construction
is motivated by the pattern observed in the parametrizations δI and δII (eqs. (2.6), (2.8)).
Specifically, we see that δII modifies δI by the addition of two terms that suggest a power
series in 1/(1+z). As explained in [22], δII is designed to fit models that approach a de Sitter
fixed point as z = 0, while δI does not follow this requirement. Since Ξ0 is assumed to be
positive, we notice that δII is driven to zero near z = 0 only by its last term. Therefore, we
generalize δII by replacing its second and third terms with two power series, each weighted
by an independent parameter, such that the first series ads up to the magnitude of the first
term (i.e. to δI ) and the second one can reduce this magnitude if necessary. We propose a
parametrization δX given by
δX (z) =

n(1 − Ξ0 )
n(1 − Ξ0 ) 2r(1 − Ξ0 ) 3n(1 − Ξ0 )
+
−
+
− ...
1 − Ξ0 + Ξ0 (1 + z)n
(1 + z)n
(1 + z)2r
(1 + z)3n

Assuming an infinite number of terms, this parametrization can be rewritten as
"∞
#
#
"∞
X
2i − 1
n(1 − Ξ0 ) X
2ir
δX (z) = δI (z) +
− (1 − Ξ0 )
,
(1 + z)n
((1 + z)2n )i−1
(1 + z)2ir
i=1

(4.1)

(4.2)

i=1

The sum in the first square bracket is further separated into two sums, one with coefficient
2i and the other with coefficient −1. The latter is immediately recognized as a geometric
series, while the former is the derivative of the geometric series. Similarly, the sum in the
second square bracket is also the derivative of a geometric series. For z > 0 these geometric
series are convergent, and after a few simplifications δ(z) can be rewritten as follows,

δX (z) = (1 − Ξ0 )

n(1 + z)n (1 + (1 + z)2n )
2r(1 + z)2r
n
−
+
2n
2
2r
2
(−1 + (1 + z) )
(−1 + (1 + z) )
1 + Ξ0 (−1 + (1 + z)n )


. (4.3)

Now let us derive the form of ΞX (z) for this new parametrization. Since δX (z) is not
well behaved at z = 0, the integration required for computing ΞX contains a divergence. To
circumvent this issue we regularize by removing the divergent terms, thus obtaining



z+2 z+2
(z + 1)n
1
1
ΞX (z) = ΞI exp (Ξ0 − 1)
−
−
+
+
. (4.4)
4nz
4rz
(z + 1)2n − 1 (z + 1)2r − 1 2
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Figure 2. Parametrizations δX and ΞX applied to models A (de Sitter expansion, top panels) and
D (power law expansion, bottom panels). The best fit parameters are reported in Table 4.

This ΞX satisfies ΞX (z = 0) = 1, and near this region it differs from unit by terms of order
z. On the other hand, for large redshifts, ΞX (z  1) = ΞX0 , where the constant ΞX0
is determined by Ξ0 , n and r. It is worth noticing that the large z behaviour of ΞX (z) is
determined by the powers n and r, while at low z the behaviours is linear. This characteristic
is shared with ΞI , ΞII and ΞIII , and contributes to the generality of the parametrizations.
In the top panels of Fig. 2 we show the results of a least squares fit between δX , ΞX
and the predictions of model A. The best fit parameters are reported in the first column of
Table 4. We see that the fit is similar to the one obtained with δI , ΞI . This is confirmed by
the values of χ2 reported in Table 3. The same analysis is performed for model D, and the
results are displayed in the bottom panels of Fig. 2 and in Table 3. From the results of the
previous section, we also conclude that δX and ΞX perform better than the parametrizations
labeled II and III.

χ2

δI
11.42

Model A
δX
ΞI
4.33 0.442

ΞX
0.472

δI
0.112

Model D
δX
ΞI
0.075 0.009

ΞX
0.017

Table 3. χ2 test for the fits to Models A and D with the parametrizations δI , δX , ΞI , ΞX . The fit
for δ(z) in model A presents a significant improvement when using δX , while in all the other cases
the goodness of fit is similar.

In Fig. 3 we confirm that δX and ΞX are also able to reproduce the type of modifications
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Figure 3. Parametrizations δX and ΞX applied to a δII (z) that is appropriated for some models of
DHOST gravity with a de Sitter fixed point. Best fit parameters are reported in Table 4.

to the friction term and to the luminosity distance that appear in DHOST theories with a
fixed de Sitter point and a tracker cosmological solution. This wider range of applicability
is the main advantage of δX , ΞX over the parametrizations studied in previous sections. For
simplicity, in this test we compared our proposed parametrizations to profiles for δII , ΞII
that reproduce a DHOST-like behaviour [22] rather than to a specific DHOST solution. By
further analyzing δX , it is found that the peak shown in Fig. 3 can be shifted around by
changing the parameters (n, r, Ξ0 ), however the magnitude of its slope always gets larger as
z gets smaller, i.e., the peak is asymmetric. This is a limitation of δX . One possible way
around is to weight δX by a factor of the form exp[−(z + c)−2 ], with c > 0, this introduces
a z-dependent damping that smooths out the asymmetry of the peak while also allowing
it to be less extended, thus making it more similar to the predictions for DHOST gravity
reported in [22]. The same argument can be made about δII and ΞII , then, one could keep 3
parameters, (n, c, Ξ0 ) and get a better fit specifically for DHOST-like gravity. The preceding
discussion highlights the fact that there is still work to do on parametrizations that are
general enough without introducing a large number of parameters. On the other hand, Ξ(z)
– which is more directly related to observations – presents a simpler form. As the right panel
of Fig. 3 shows its theoretical profile is similar to the ones obtained in models without a de
Sitter fixed point, and the parametrization ΞX is appropriate for this type of profiles, as one
can conclude from Figs. 2 and 3.

5

Discussion

In this work we analyzed three existing parametrizations for the propagation of gravitational
waves. In particular, we studied how these parametrizations fit the predictions of different
cosmological models in EsGB gravity, including models that have been proposed in the context of late time acceleration of the universe and that are able to fulfill the stringent constraint
on the speed of gravitational waves imposed by the observation of GW170817. We found
that the simplest of these parametrizations gives good agreement with the the predictions of
EsGB. The other two parametrizations, labeled II and III, are designed for models where
δ(z) goes to zero at late times, for instance due to the presence of a de Sitter fixed point and
a tracker cosmological solution. This characteristic is absent in the models that we studied,
therefore their predictions for δ(z) are not well fitted by these parametrizations. However, it
is interesting to highlight that even for these models the parametrization ΞII gives a good
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A
Ξ0
n
r

0.69 ± 0.0014
1.687 ± 0.013
1.743 ± 0.013

Ξ0
n
r

0.66 ± 0.0006
2.084 ± 0.012
2.085 ± 0.012

D
δX
0.9 ± 0.0003
3.637 ± 0.013
3.831 ± 0.11
ΞX
0.89 ± 0.0001
3.887 ± 0.012
3.888 ± 0.012

DHOST
1.02 ± 0.0001
2.823 ± 0.017
2.612 ± 0.012
1.017 ± 0.0001
2.247 ± 0.024
2.247 ± 0.024

Table 4. The first two columns show the parameters (Ξ0 , n, r) determined by least squares fits
between the parametrizations δX , ΞX and the models A and D specified in Table 1. The third
column shows the parameters obtained by fitting δX , ΞX to a choice of δII , ΞII reported in [21] as a
good fit for GW propagation in DHOST gravity. The fits to δ and Ξ are performed independently,
therefore the values of n and Ξ0 obtained by each fit are not necessarily self-consistent.

approximation to the predicted values of Ξ(z). This emphasizes the robustness of Ξ(z); since
it is an integrated effect it is less sensitive to the local modifications to the friction term in
the gravitational wave equation. From these results we conclude that both ΞI and ΞII are
viable parametrizations for quadratic gravity.
Although the motivations for the parametrizations II and III are physically relevant,
their ability to fit different models is highly restricted, especially in the case of δ(z). Since
in this work our focus is on the generality of the parametrization, we propose a new, more
general profile, δX , that contains an additional parameter that allows the fit to select between
models that behave like δI and models that behave like δII . In the cases we studied, the
distinction between these types of models is reflected in the signs of Ξ0 − 1 and n − r, i.e.,
the factors that control δ(z) near z = 0.
Once the parameters are determined by comparing to actual data, one should try to
identify a physical model that is well described by these parameters. Along these lines, our
results show that the best fit parameters obtained independently from δ(z) and Ξ(z) do not
necessarily agree, therefore model identification based only on one of those functions might
be inconsistent. It is natural to expect that this is alleviated either by incorporating other
sets of data in addition to gravitational waves or by performing a simultaneous optimization
of δ(z) and Ξ(z).
Finally, concerning EsGB, we can conclude that the cosmological solutions to this model
do lead to profiles for δ(z) and Ξ(z) that are consistent with the expectations for late time
modifications of gravity.
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