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3D weak lensing: Modified theories of gravity
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Weak lensing (WL) promises to be a particularly sensitive probe of both the growth of large-scale
structure as well as the fundamental relation between matter density perturbations and metric perturbations,
thus providing a powerful tool with which we may constrain modified theories of gravity (MG) on
cosmological scales. Future deep, wide-field WL surveys will provide an unprecedented opportunity to
constrain deviations from General Relativity. Employing a 3D analysis based on the spherical Fourier-
Bessel expansion, we investigate the extent to which MG theories will be constrained by a typical 3D WL
survey configuration including noise from the intrinsic ellipticity distribution o, of source galaxies. Here,
we focus on two classes of screened theories of gravity: (i) f(R) chameleon models and (ii) environmentally
dependent dilaton models. We use one-loop perturbation theory combined with halo models in order to
accurately model the evolution of the matter power spectrum with redshift in these theories. Using a y?
analysis, we show that for an all-sky spectroscopic survey, the parameter fr can be constrained in the
range fr, <5 x 107°(9 x 107°) for n = 1(2) with a 3¢ confidence level. This can be achieved by using
relatively low-order angular harmonics # < 100. Higher-order harmonics # > 100 could provide tighter
constraints but are subject to nonlinear effects, such as baryonic feedback, that must be accounted for. We
also employ a Principal Component Analysis in order to study the parameter degeneracies in the MG
parameters. The confusion from intrinsic ellipticity correlation and modification of the matter power

spectrum at a small scale due to feedback mechanisms is briefly discussed.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Numerous independent observations across a range of
scales have firmly established the accelerated expansion of
the Universe. This can be completely explained within
General Relativity (GR) by the introduction of a finely
tuned cosmological constant A or by an additional smooth
energy-momentum contribution known as dark energy
(DE). Alternatively, this could signal a deviation from
GR on cosmological scales, so-called modified theories of
gravity (MG) [1,2]. Some of the simplest theories we could
consider are that of a single scalar field with a sufficiently
flat potential that provides the potential energy needed to
drive an accelerated expansion. Such a scalar field could
arise as a new form of matter or, as considered in this paper,
as an additional scalar degree of freedom in the gravita-
tional sector corresponding to some modification of GR.
These scenarios are generically plagued with problems
ranging from an incomplete understanding of the role of
quantum corrections to fine-tuning issues. For example, we
often require that both the vacuum energy and mass of the
scalar must be exceptionally small. The smallness of the
vacuum energy constitutes nothing more than a reformu-
lation of the cosmological constant problem, whereas the
ultralight mass of the field posits that there should exist a
new fifth force at very large scales. Such fifth forces are
strongly constrained by solar system observations to the
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extent that we typically require some form of screening
mechanism that suppresses the fifth force on these scales
[3-6]. These screening mechanisms schematically arise by
introducing some mechanism that changes the nonlinear
behavior of the field at small scales while leaving the scalar
field to be ultralight on linear cosmological scales.

Many of the scalar-tensor theories fail to explain the
current acceleration of the Universe in a dynamical way as
they require the explicit introduction of an additional
cosmological constant. However, the latter can often be
interpreted as the minimum of the scalar field potential (or
of some other key function of the model). This is related to
the fact that there are lower bounds on the mass of the scalar
field, typically m, = 10°H,, so that deviations from GR do
not violate observational cosmological and astrophysical
tests. Therefore, the scalar fifth force is restricted to weakly
nonlinear scales of about 1 Mpc [7,8]. This also implies that
in order to distinguish such scenarios from a standard dark
matter and dark energy dominated (ACDM) cosmology, we
need to go beyond the background dynamics and consider
the growth of cosmological perturbations.

Fundamentally, the two approaches of (GR + DE) and
MG are very different. However, there is often sufficient
freedom in both of these approaches that they may be tuned
to match any expansion history of the Universe. For the
f(R) and dilaton theories considered in this paper, the
background dynamics will be the same as in GR [9-12].
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However, in some models, such as the K-mouflage theories
considered in Refs. [13,14], this is not true, and the
background dynamics can deviate from that of GR. On
the other hand, the perturbative regime often breaks
degeneracies between MG and DE. It is therefore instruc-
tive to consider observables that probe the evolution of
perturbations in screened theories of gravity, in our case
weak lensing.

Many different parametrizations for perturbations in
modified theories of gravity exist in the literature. One of
the simplest possibilities is to consider linear cosmological
perturbations in the quasistatic limit, where k/a > H
and we neglect time derivatives of the fields. Under this
assumption, we can introduce two functions v(k,a) and
y(k,a) that parametrize deviations from GR via the
modified Poisson equation [15,16]

—k2U = 47 (1 + v)Gnadpy (1.1)

and

= (1+y)V. (1.2)
Here, y is commonly referred to as the slip, Gy is Newton’s
constant, and ¢ and W are the metric potentials in the
Newtonian gauge

ds* = a*(t)[—(1 +2®)d7* + (1 - 2V)dx?],  (1.3)
where 7 is the conformal time, a(7) is the scale factor, and x
is the comoving coordinates.

This parametrization is convenient for phenomenologi-
cal constraints from large-scale structure as v and y are very
general functions of k and 7. It can be shown that this
parametrization works well in the linear regime but differs
significantly from the theoretical predications in the non-
linear regime, where screening effects will be important.
The main reason why the v — y parametrization fails is that
it does not correctly capture the environmental dependence
of the screening mechanisms. The v — y type parametriza-
tion will therefore not be valid in regimes ranging from
mildly nonlinear scales to solar system scales. Another
alternative parametrization that we could adopt is that based
on effective field theories for large-scale structure [17-21].
This formalism constructs an action in the Jordan frame,
adopting the unitary gauge, such that the operators are
invariant under time-dependent spatial diffeomorphisms.
At quadratic order, this yields nine free functions that may
be tuned to fit a given modified theory of gravity. In this
paper, however, we will adopt the tomographic paramet-
rization of Ref. [7] which aims to cover a broad class of
theories that exhibit a fifth force mediated by additional
scalar degrees of freedom. The success of these theories
implicitly relies upon screening mechanisms to suppress
the fifth force in local, high-density environments. The
tomographic approach can be shown to only require the
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temporal dependence of the mass m(a) and the coupling to
matter f3(a). Once these two variables are determined, then
the behavior of the theory in different regimes will be
completely fixed [7].

As well as developments on the theoretical aspects of
parametrizing MGs, many different observational signa-
tures have either been proposed or actually measured from
data, such as galaxy clustering [22,23], cosmic microwave
background (CMB) weak lensing [24,25], the integrated
Sachs-Wolfe (ISW) effect in the CMB [24,26,27], galaxy-
ISW cross-correlations [27,28], cluster abundances [29],
stacked phase-space measures around galaxy clusters [30],
galaxy-clustering ratios [31], redshift space distortions
[32], weak lensing [33-35], 21 cm observations [36,37],
the matter bispectrum [38,39], and many others. The
typical scales modified by the theories of gravity consid-
ered here correspond to subhorizon scales, meaning that the
most stringent constraints come from large-scale structure
data sets. For f(R) gravity, for example, one can constrain
the model parameters to |fg| < 6.5 x 107 at 95% confi-
dence limit when taking a joint analysis of the CMB
temperature power spectrum, the galaxy power spectrum,
and the baryon acoustic oscillation measurements. Taking
the clustering ratio constraints inferred from the galaxy
power spectrum, one finds that [fgx| <4.6x 107 at
95% confidence limit [31]. Similarly, it was shown that
for a near-future 3D galaxy clustering analysis we should
be able to tighten these constraints to |fz| <2 x 107 ata
95% confidence limit [22].

With several deep, wide-field galaxy surveys in the
planning stages or underway, such as DES," Euclid,”
LSST, KiDS," or CFHTLenS,’ it is anticipated that galaxy
clustering counts and weak-lensing observations will be
measured to an unprecedented level of accuracy. The
relation between matter density perturbations and metric
perturbations should be a particularly sensitive probe for
constraining modified theories of gravity. Large-scale
structure probes, such as galaxy clustering, will offer high
precision, small-scale constraints but will be strongly
affected by nonlinearities, galaxy biasing, and other bar-
yonic physics [22]. This makes such galaxy clustering
constraints sensitive to the detailed modelling of structure
formation. Alternatively, we can consider the weak lensing
of source galaxies induced by fluctuations in the gravita-
tional potential along the line of sight, leading to observable
distortions in the observed images [40]. The deflection of
photons by intervening structure will be the same in any
metric theory of gravity, meaning that the deflection will
be largely unaltered in scalar-tensor theories. However, as

1http :/[www.darkenergysurvey.org/
http://www.euclid-ec.org/

3http JIwww.1sst.org/

4http ://kids.strw.leidenuniv.nl/overview.php
*hitp://www.cfhtlens.org/
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scalar-tensor theories generically induce corrections to
the Newtonian potential, there will be changes in the
acceleration and clustering of galaxies. In the context of
weak lensing, this simply means that the effect of the
modified theories of gravity considered in this paper is to
alter the matter power spectrum, growth function, and
gravitational potential.

Early weak-lensing observations typically adopted a 2D
flat-sky approach as the surveys only covered a small
portion of the sky and lacked redshift information [41,42].
The next step was to fold in redshift information by
performing a tomographic analysis, in which the data
are binned into redshift slices [43—45]. This allows us to
calculate the auto- and cross-correlations between redshift
slices to give pseudo-3D results, meaning that less infor-
mation is discarded. Instead, we focus on an all-sky 3D
formalism that implicitly takes into account photometric
redshift information [46]. This formalism is known as the
spherical Fourier-Bessel (sFB) formalism and, at a stat-
istical level, includes extra information that may be used to
place tighter constraints on model parameters. This method
has been recently applied to the CFHTLenS survey cover-
ing a 154 square deg patch of sky with a median redshift of
7~ 0.7 and approximately 11 galaxies per square arcmi-
nute suitable for weak lensing [47].

In this paper, we will study the constraints that may be
placed on these screened modified theories of gravity using
3D weak-lensing observations. We will focus on two classes
of modified theories of gravity: (i) f(R) chameleon models
and ii) environmentally dependent dilatons. Each of these
models invokes a different mechanism for screening gravity,
but both can be described via the tomographic approach of
Ref. [7]. These models lead to an enhancement of structure
formation on quasilinear and nonlinear scales, i.e.
k ~{0.2,20}h~! Mpc, which will be within the reach of
upcoming 3D weak-lensing surveys. On nonlinear scales,
other observables, such as galaxy clustering, can give rise to
large systematics due to the inherent uncertainty in galaxy
bias and baryonic feedback mechanisms. These are partially
circumvented by the cleaner nature of weak lensing.

The fundamental approach that we take here is similar to
that of Ref. [33] in which the ACDM parameters are
assumed to be determined to the percent level by Planck
[48], while our modified theories of gravity lead to
enhancements of up to 20% on small scales. This justifies
our assumption that there is a fixed ACDM background
with any uncertainty in the cosmology being treated as a
systematic uncertainty. A more complete analysis would
involve a full exploration of the parameter space using
Markov chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) methods or Fisher
matrix methods, but we leave such a study to a future
investigation. For now, we use a range of statistical tools to
understand the constraints that may be placed on the
screened theories of gravity in prototypical future 3D
weak-lensing surveys.
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In Sec. II, we introduce screened theories of gravity and
detail the model parameters and the values taken in our
study. In Sec. III, we briefly discuss the formalism used to
generate the nonlinear matter power spectrum, relegating
some technical details to Appendix A. We then introduce
the spherical Fourier-Bessel formalism in Sec. IV and
discuss the machinery needed to describe 3D weak-lensing
observables, impact of modified theories of gravity, noise
contributions, and systematics. The bulk of the statistical
analysis is presented in Sec. V in which we use a y? analysis
to constrain the model parameters, a Fisher matrix analysis
to estimate the 1o errors on the parameters, and a principal
component analysis to determine the variance of the
eigenvalues and which linear combination of eigenvalues
may be constrained to the greatest degree. Section VI
presents a summary of the key results and some discussion
on future topics of interest.

II. MODIFIED THEORIES OF GRAVITY

A. Screening mechanisms

Modified theories of gravity are subject to many strin-
gent constraints, both theoretical and observational. The
scalar-tensor theories considered in this paper all introduce
IR modifications that show some interesting effects on
nonlinear cosmological scales. Many of these scalar field
models will have a coupling to the matter density that
generally leads to a fifth force that is dependent on the
gradient of the scalar field in dense regions. Such fifth
forces are very tightly constrained by solar system mea-
surements, such as the Cassini probe [49] and the Lunar
Ranging experiment [50]. As a result of these observations,
the fifth force must be highly suppressed necessitating
some form of screening mechanism in order to ensure
compatibility of our modified theory of gravity with the
solar system constraints.

Screening mechanisms come in three main flavors
based on how the screening mechanism is implemented.
Linearizing about a field perturbation ¢ = § + d¢ in the
presence of matter, the Lagrangian can be written in the
Einstein frame as

Chameleon

1 1 o
£2 =52(0)(000)* —5mia(@)59)* + @)y 0T+

Vainshtein/K-mouflage Damour—Polyakov

(2.1)

where Z(p) is the wave function normalization or kinetic
term, meg (@) is the effective mass, and () is the coupling
to the trace of the energy-momentum tensor. The first class
of screening mechanisms rely upon nonlinearities in the
kinetic term such that it becomes sufficiently large in
dense environments. In this case, the fifth-force constraints
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will be negligible due to a suppression of the effective

coupling to matter #(®)/+/Z(®) < 1. This method is used
by both the Vainshtein mechanism [6] as well as the
K-mouflage mechanism [13,14,51,52]. More precisely,
whereas the Vainshtein mechanism involves second-order
derivative terms [lp in the factor Z, the K-mouflage
mechanism only involves first-order derivative terms
(0p)?. This is implemented by taking a nonlinear kinetic
term in the scalar field Lagrangian as for K-essence models,
M*K(—(d¢p)?/2M*), where M is the dark energy scale,
and screening occurs when |K’| > 1. The next class of
screening mechanisms modifies the effective mass of the
field such that the field is massive in dense environments
but ultralight on cosmological scales. This means that fifth
forces will be suppressed on solar system scales while
allowing for modifications to GR on IR scales. This type of
screening is prototypically used by the Chameleon mecha-
nism [5] where the mass of the field grows with the matter
density yielding a Yukawa-like suppression of fifth forces.
Finally, the last screening mechanism aims to reduce the
coupling of the field in dense environments. The Symmetron
[53] model utilizes this approach and has a light mass in all
environments with a coupling of the form (@) « ¢. The
model is equipped with a Z, symmetry breaking potential
that gives rise to a phase transition that drives ¢ to zero
in dense environments suppressing fifth forces. Another
possibility is that the coupling f#(¢) is driven to zero via the
Damour-Polyakov [4] mechanism in which the coupling
function is minimized in dense environments.

B. Dilaton models

1. Theory

The dilaton models are based on a breed of scalar fields
that emerge from all versions of string theory. In the low
energy limit, string theory yields classical GR along with a
four-dimensional scalar partner of the spin-2 graviton, the
dilaton ¢. The vacuum expectation value of the dilaton
determines the string coupling constant g, = e?/?Mn_ At
tree level, the dilaton is massless with a gravitational-
strength coupling to matter, placing it in conflict with
current constraints on violations of the equivalence prin-
ciple. A possible way to avoid this is to invoke mechanisms
by which the dilaton can acquire a mass m, > 1073 eV
suppressing deviations from GR at distances beyond the
millimeter scale. Alternatively, Damour and Polyakov [4]
proposed a mechanism that naturally allows for a massless
dilaton that can be reconciled with current experimental
constraints. The Damour-Polyakov mechanism invokes
string-loop modifications of an effective low-energy action
to show that the graviton-dilaton-matter system in a
cosmological setting naturally drives the dilaton ¢ to
®n> Where ¢,, extremizes the coupling functions B;!(¢p)
of the theory. This mechanism allows us to fix the value
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of the massless dilaton such that it decouples from matter;
this is the so-called least coupling principle. Under the
Damour-Polyakov scenario, the coupling vanishes for a
finite value of the dilaton while retaining an exponentially
runaway potential that allows the dilaton to be displaced
from its minimum without a coupling to matter. However,
this result only holds when the string and Planck scales are
of the same order of magnitude. If the string scale is lower
than the Planck scale by a few orders of magnitude, then
the Damour-Polyakov mechanism is only at work in high
density regimes, allowing solar system constraints to be
evaded. This particular scenario is the environmentally
dependent scenario [54,55].

In this paper, we focus on the class of environmentally
dependent dilaton models equipped with the Damour-
Polyakov mechanism such that the coupling between the
scalar field ¢ and matter is driven to zero in dense
environments. The scalar field remains light everywhere
and thereby mediates a long-ranged screened force. The
action describing this system in the Einstein frame has the
following general scalar-tensor form,

2
5= [ axy=g PR (V07 - Vig) - A
+ [ Lt ).

where My = (82Gy)~"/? is the reduced Planck mass in
natural units, g is the determinant of the metric g,, in the
Einstein frame, g is the determinant of the metric g,, in
the Jordan frame, R is the Ricci scalar, V(¢) is the potential
for a given theory and A} is a cosmological constant
contribution. The two frames are related by a conformal
transformation,

(2.2)

G = A%(9) G- (2.3)

The matter fields l//,(,i) are governed by the Jordan-frame

Lagrangian density L,,, and the scalar-field ¢ is governed
by the Einstein-frame Lagrangian density

1
L, ==5Ve) = V(). (2.4)
The Klein-Gordon equation for the scalar field is modified
due to the coupling of the scalar-field to matter,

dv
O, = —pT + —, 2.5
=P +d(p (2.5)

where T is the trace of the energy-momentum tensor and
the coupling of ¢ to matter is defined by

dlnA
=M .
/B pl d(/)

(2.6)

There is no explicit coupling between the scalar and
the matter fields. The fifth-force effects arise from the
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conformal transformation in Eq. (2.3) via the gradients
of A. For matter particles of mass m, the fifth force is given
by F = —mc?VInA [5]. This may be written as an addi-
tional contribution W, to the Newtonian potential Wy,

3Q,,H36
V20 = 4nGnalsp = —A07 (2.7)
2a
where the additional contribution is of the form
v, = cz(A —A), (2.8)

We have assumed that A(@) =1, as per experimental
constraints on the variation of fermion masses.

We have included the cosmological constant term Ag in
the Lagrangian in Eq. (2.2) such that the minimum of the
potential V(¢) is zero for ¢ — co. Alternatively, we could
choose to interpret this as a nonzero minimum for the
scalar-field potential.

In the original tomographic dilaton models [9], the scalar
field potential V(¢) and coupling A(¢) had the following
functional form,

V(p) = Vyexp (— Mi) (2.9)
p
Alp) =1 +f;2ﬂ‘jz, (2.10)

with {V,,A,} being the free parameters of the theory.
As can be seen, for ¢ ~ 0, the coupling to matter becomes
negligible, and the theory converges to GR. This theory can
be generalized by retaining the form of the coupling
function given above but generalizing the potential
V(). We focus on models for which the effective potential

Veir(p) = V(p) + [Alg) — 1]p (2.11)

has a minimum ¢(a) that depends on the scale factor due to
the time variation of the matter density. This allows us
to define the scalar mass at the minimum of the effective
potential

2 _ 0? Veff(f/’)

m 8(p2

(2.12)

Pm

For models where m?> > H?/c?, the effective potential will
be stable or quasistable, and the dynamics will be com-
pletely determined by the minimum equation [10]

av

Pm
do )

=—pA
Om M pl

(2.13)

6 . .
Fundamental fermions, such as electrons, have a universal

mass dependence my = A(p)m$. relating masses in the Einstein

frame to the bare mass m!. as it appears in the Lagrangian.
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Knowledge of the time evolution of the mass m(a) and
coupling f(a) is sufficient in order to determine the bare
potential V(¢) and the coupling A(¢g). This tomographic
reconstruction procedure allows us to define a one-to-one
correspondence between the scale factor a and the value of
the field ¢(a). Given that a is determined by p,,, this also
defines a mapping from p,, to ¢(p,,) using only the time
evolution of m(a) and f(a) [7,10]. Given the evolutions of
these two variables, one can completely reconstruct the
dynamics of the scalar field for densities ranging from
cosmological scales down to solar system scales.

2. Derived functions and tomography

Adopting the approach of Refs. [7,9-12], we can
perturbatively expand in powers of dp and d¢ with respect
to the uniform background (p, ). We can perform an
expansion of the potential V(¢) and coupling function
A(g) such that

L d"InA

0215 fyl@) = pip@)] = My 0 ), (219
w*(a) = mlp(a). pla)
2 2
L@ ha@| 219

In addition, it will be useful to define derivatives of the
effective potential

B MV e

nz2:k,(9.p) =2 dg (@)
M2 Tany d"A
pl _ _ _
_ . (216
2 { o (@) +p a0 (w)} (2.16)

where V. is defined by Eq. (2.11) and is the effective
potential that enters the modified Klein-Gordon equation.
We typically refer to these functions in terms of the scale
factor a(z) by defining f,(a) = f,[@(a)] and «,(a) =
K.[@(a),p(a)]. As it is possible to reconstruct V(¢) and
A(g) through the two functions f(a) and m(a), a particular
scalar-tensor model can then be defined by specifying the
functional form for {#(a), m(a)}.

We adopt the parametrization of Ref. [12] in which the
coupling function is given by
1A,

A =14+-—>¢? 2.17

() =1+ 3350 2.17)
and we specify the mass m(a) instead of the potential V(¢).
The model is determined by the parameters {m, r, A,, fy}
that set m(a) and f(a) by

m(a) = mga™", (2.18)
2r-3 _ 1
pla) = Poexp [—s—a3 —; ] : (2.19)
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TABLE 1. Parameters describing the dilaton models considered in our study. The parameters are used to define the
scalar potential V(¢) and the coupling function A(g) through the {f(a), m(a)} parametrization.

Model my(hMpc™") Po s

(Al, A2, A3) (0.334, 0.334, 0.334) (1.00, 1.00, 1.00) (0.50, 0.50, 0.50) (0.60, 0.24, 0.12)
(B1, B3, B4) (0.334, 0.334, 0.334) (1.00, 1.00, 1.00) (0.25, 0.75, 1.00) (0.24, 0.24, 0.24)
(C1, C3, C4) (0.334, 0.334, 0.334) (1.33, 0.67, 0.40) (0.50, 0.50, 0.50) (0.24, 0.24, 0.24)
(D1, D3, D4) (0.667, 0.167, 0, 111) (1.00, 1.00, 1.00) (0.50, 0.50, 0.50) (0.06, 0.96, 2.16)
(E1, E3, E4) (0.667, 0.167, 0.111) (1.00, 1.00, 1.00) (0.50, 0.50, 0.50) (0.24, 0.24, 0.24)

where

2
s = 22ty (2.20)
comg

We can recover the original dilaton models of Ref. [9]
by setting r = 3/2. We consider a series of five models
{A, B, C, D, E} that depend on the parameters of the theory
{s,Po,r,my,A>}. The models {A,B,C,E} study the
dependence on {s, f3y, r, mg } respectively, keeping all other
parameters fixed. In particular, the A-series systematically
varies s, the B-series varies f,, the C-series varies r, and
the E-series varies m,. The D-series jointly varies {m, s}
such that it probes the dependence on m, with A, fixed.
The parameters used for these models are explicitly given
in Table I.

Together, these models allow us to study the phenom-
enological behavior of the dilaton models as a function of
the underlying model parameters. All models introduce
deviations from GR at the level of 20% with respect to the
matter power spectrum with the background cosmology
being fixed to that of ACDM.

3. Cosmological dynamics

By construction, A(¢) = 1, meaning that the Jordan- and
Einstein-frame quantities will be nearly identical. In the
adopted parametrization, [A—1|<1 and A =1+ ?/(24,),
where A, ~ (cmy/H,)?. Solar system constraints place a
lower limit on the mass of m = 10°H,/c, implying that
A, > 10° and hence

IA—1] <1075 (2.21)

Consequently, we will treat the Jordan-frame and Einstein-
frame scale factor @ = Aa, matter density p = A™*p,
cosmic time, and expansion rates as being equal in the
subsequent analysis.

In the Einstein frame, the Friedmann equation has the
form

3MHH? =P+ Py + Pa- (2.22)
The background value of the scalar field is determined
by the minimum, i.e. Eq. (2.13), and the evolution of the
background scalar field and the background potential with
respect to the scale factor is given by

dp 3pp
— =, 2.23
da cszlam2 ( )
av 3p°p*
i 702M§lam2 . (2.24)

For the models considered in this paper, the scalar field
density is subdominant compared to the matter density,
PylP ~ 1079, and it is dominated by the potential term

»  [(H\* V H)\?2
2p cm p cm

Consequently, the Friedmann equation is governed
by the matter density and cosmological constant ensuring
that the background ACDM cosmological expansion, i.e.
3MuH? =p+py, is recovered to an accuracy on

order 107°.
In the quasistatic limit, the dynamics of the scalar field is
given by the Klein-Gordon equation

2 dv  dA
SV ="t p,
dg

2.26
a do ( )

and the leading-order perturbed Klein-Gordon equation
reduces to [12]

o@p 3pQa>H?
—— =—————-5-96. 2.27
My, c*(a*m* + k?) (227)
From this, we find that [12,33]
P, H\?2 1
L= —————= <1079 2.28
op <cm> 1+ k%/a’m* ™ (2.28)

i.e. fluctuations of the scalar field energy density are
negligible in comparison with the matter density fluctua-
tions. Coupled with the fact that |5A| < 1076, the mod-
ifications to the growth of structures do not arise from a
different background cosmology or from perturbations to
the scalar field energy density but only from the fifth force
acting on the matter density perturbations. Scalar field
perturbations do not significantly alter the Einstein-frame
Newtonian potentials, such that & = ¥ = Wy to within an
accuracy of 107 [22]. The Newtonian potential obeys the
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standard Poisson equation as per Eq. (2.7). However, unlike
GR, we must add to the Newtonian potential a fifth-force
potential ¥, = ¢?In A that is not negligible and can lead to
deviations in the matter power spectrum on the level of 10%
for the models considered in this paper. While |[A—1|<107°
is negligible as compared to unity, it will not be negligible
with respect to |¥y|/c? < 1075.

C. f(R) models

1. Theory

A set of popular modifications to GR are the so-called
fourth-order theories of gravity (FOG). These arise as
rather natural extensions to GR appearing in the low energy
limit of various fundamental theories. In FOG, the Einstein-
Hilbert action is modified by additional curvature functions
that contain second derivatives of the metric. The resulting
system of equations will be fourth order in nature,

/ d4x\/ —gR — / d4x\/ _gf(R’ RubRab’ Cubcdcath)’
(2.29)

where R is the Ricci scalar, R, is the Ricci tensor, and
Cpeq 18 the Weyl tensor. Lovelock’s theorem tells us that
the field equations for a metric theory of modified gravity in
a four-dimensional Riemannian manifold will admit higher
than second-order derivatives [56,57]. These higher-order
terms will generically give rise to instabilities due to a
theorem by Ostrogradski [58]. The f(R) models are a
subclass of fourth-order theories of gravity that evade
Ostrogradski instabilities due to the fact that they are
degenerate. This just means that the highest derivative
terms cannot be written as a function of the canonical
variables. The resulting degrees of freedom can be com-
pletely fixed by a gy, constraint, preventing ghost insta-
bilities from arising in these theories. The f(R) models
were first introduced in Refs. [59,60] and have sub-
sequently been heavily discussed in the literature [1,61].

The action for the f(R) theories considered here is
given by

4 Mgl 4 (i)

5= [ atxyma[ PR ) - 85 + Lol

(2.30)

where, again, we have explicitly included a cosmological
constant term AJ. In this section, we will explicitly work in
the Jordan frame with the Einstein-frame metric being
denoted by gf,, We restrict ourselves to the high-curvature
limit f(R) theories that can be written in the following
functional form [7,62]:

+1
Iz, Ry

FR) = =TT

(2.31)
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n+1
RO
Rn+1 :

d
=W _p,,

(2.32)

The two free parameters in this theory are the normalization
fr, and the exponent n > 0. Current constraints on |fgl|
vary based on the exact observable, but leading cosmo-
logical constraints aim to rule out models greater than
~few x 107¢ [63]. Tighter constraints on the order of
~few x 1077 exist on smaller scales, such as distance
measurements in the local Universe, although this does
require an extrapolation of the chameleon field from a
high-curvature regime (e.g. solar system scales) to a low-
curvature regime (e.g. Galactic scales) with some approx-
imations used in determining the screening level of the host
galaxy [64]. This particular class of models has been
chosen to satisfy a number of desirable observational
properties. First, the cosmology must be consistent with
ACDM at high redshifts due to CMB constraints. Second,
there should be an accelerated expansion at low redshift
with an expansion history that is sufficiently close to
ACDM. Finally, the theory should reduce to GR as a
limiting case. These constraints demand that

I;im f(R) = const, (2.33)
lim (R) = 0. (2.34)

In such a theory, the background expansion will follow that
of ACDM with the growth of structure deviating from GR
on quasilinear and nonlinear scales.

The class of f(R) models can be shown to be equivalent
to scalar-tensor theories expressed in the Einstein frame.
For example, consider the conformal transformation
.a/u/ =A"2 ((p>g/w where A(¢) =exp [ﬁ¢/Mpl] and /7): 1/\/6
Under this transformation, the f(R) theory is explicitly
shown to correspond to an additional scalar degree of
freedom ¢ with a potential [7]

M? -
Vip)=—" <R7(];R - fJ; ()If)), (2.35)
where
fr=exp [— %:ﬂ -1 (2.36)

This reformulation of the f(R) theories is particularly
elucidating in the sense that the screening mechanism
clearly corresponds to the mass of the scalar field growing
with the matter density with a Yukawa-like potential
suppressing the fifth force in dense environments. So,
wherever the scalar field is small compared to the ambient
Newtonian potential, screening will be efficient.
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Adopting the tomographic approach as before [7],
the f(R) theories can be parametrized by the mass m(a)
and the coupling function f(a) in terms of a and the
ambient background matter density p(a)=3QyHiM/a’.

This establishes an explicit mapping from {n,fg } to

{m(a).p(a)},

49 + Qua 12
= _ 2.
) = my (G )T )

Hy [€y +4Qy
my=—;,|——, 2.38
0= At DI, (2.38)
1

Throughout this paper, we adopt values of n = {1,2}
and |fg | = {107,107, 107}. Note that |f |~ 107* is
already ruled out by observations and will serve as a
consistency check in our analysis.

2. Cosmological dynamics

The f(R) models considered in this paper closely mimic
the background ACDM cosmology as |f | < 1, and screen-
ing implies that f(R) is close to ACDM at the background
level [7]. From the Friedmann equation, we see that

3MA[H? = Fr(H + H) + 7/6 + FreHR] = p + pa.
(2.40)

with dot derivatives denoting a derivative with respect
to cosmic time ¢ and fgrg = d>f/dR>. In the background,
we see that R = 12H? + 6H. All the other terms are of

order |fg, |H? such that the ACDM cosmology 3M} H* =

p+py is recovered up to an accuracy of 107* for
|fr| <107*. We can also check that the conformal
factor A(p) is given by A=(1+fg)~"/?> such that
|A — 1| < 107*. This means that we can treat the back-
ground quantities in the Einstein and Jordan frames as
being approximately equal and equal to the ACDM
fiducial values to an accuracy of 107 or better.

In terms of the Newtonian gravitational potential, Uy,
the f(R) theories introduce corrections to the Weyl scalars
defined as in Eq. (1.3), which, in the small-scale subhorizon
limit, reduce to [7]

c2

@ = Wy~ T6fk.

C2
\I’ = \IIN +35fR

(2.41)

(2.42)

Here, 8fgr = fr — fr, and the subscript N denotes the
Newtonian gravitational potential as defined in GR. These
relations are calculated in the Jordan frame, and therefore
the modifications to gravity are directly imprinted in the
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metric potentials, unlike for the expressions obtained for
the dilaton models considered previously that were derived
in the Einstein frame. Conveniently, in the weak-lensing
potential, the opposite sign contributions to the metric
potentials (2.41)—(2.42) will exactly cancel.

Finally, the fluctuations of the new scalar degree of
freedom 6f are given by the Poisson equation

2

3%V25fR — 6R — 87Gxp, (2.43)
and dynamics of matter particles will be given by solving the
geodesic equation where the Newtonian metric potential is
now replaced by the metric potentials in Egs. (2.41) and
(2.42). As for the background, Egs. (2.41)—(2.43) are valid up
to an accuracy of 10~ or better, as | fz| < 107*; see Ref. [65].
Here, we also linearized over the metric perturbations, which
are small on cosmological scales, |¥y| < 107>. The param-
eters used in this study are explicitly given in Table IL

III. NONLINEAR POWER SPECTRA

The dilaton and f(R) models reproduce the smooth
background expansion history of ACDM cosmology to
within a level of accuracy that cannot be detected by
observations. In order to study the effect of these modified
theories of gravity, we therefore need to move to the
perturbative regime and study the evolution of the matter
density and metric perturbations. At lowest order, modified
theories of gravity typically result in a scale- and time-
dependent modification to the Newtonian gravitational con-
stant Gy. In the quasilinear and nonlinear regime, the
modifications become much more sensitive to the particular
screening mechanism which in turn depends nonlinearly on
the environment. This results in modifications to the equa-
tions of motion, inducing modifications to the dynamical and
statistical properties of matter density clustering. This can be
seen in Fig. 1 where the mildly nonlinear and nonlinear scales
show an enhancement in structure formation over that of GR.
We also plot the change in the matter power spectrum as a
function of redshift between z =0 and z = 4. A detailed
discussion of the prescription used to generate the nonlinear
matter power spectra via the single-stream approximation
and halo modelling is given in Appendix A.

This approach is built on the techniques developed in
Refs. [66,67] for ACDM cosmologies and was sub-
sequently extended to modified theories of gravity in
Refs. [11-13]. This approach combines results in one-loop
perturbation theory with results from halo models in order
to extend the domain of validity of the nonlinear matter

power spectrum to k ~ 1hMpc~!.

IV. 3D WEAK LENSING

A. Weak lensing introduction

Weak gravitational lensing is a particularly powerful
probe of the epoch in cosmological history in which the
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FIG. 1. The upper plot shows the nonlinear matter power

spectrum Pgs(k) for the f(R) models (top) with n =1 and
|fz| = {107%,107°, 107°}. Note that the deviations from GR for
|fz| = 107% become barely noticeable for k> 1hMpc~!. The
lower plot shows the redshift evolution of the nonlinear matter
power spectrum in GR between z = 0 (topmost line in lower plot)
and z = 4 (bottommost line in lower plot). The spectra shown
are binned in redshifts of Az = 0.25. As can be seen in the
upper plot, the modified theories of gravity lead to enhancement
in structure formation on scales beyond k ~ few x 10721 Mpc™!
compared to GR.

transition from dark matter dominance to dark energy
dominance occurs [40]. This makes weak-lensing observ-
ables particularly suitable for studies of DE or MG, where
baryonic physics on small scales can be neglected, circum-
venting the need for detailed modelling of various effects
including bias between dark matter and baryonic matter.

In the Newtonian gauge, scalar perturbations to the
metric can be completely characterized by the two Weyl
potentials, ® and W. If we take GR and neglect anisotropic
stresses, an assumption which will be very reasonable on
large scales in ACDM and most generic smooth DE models,
we find that & = ¥ = Uy, where the Newtonian potential
can be directly related to density perturbations via the
Poisson equation (2.7). In many modified theories of gravity,
these assumptions break down. This can be seen explicitly in
the Jordan-frame expressions for the metric potentials in
f(R), Egs. (2.41) and (2.42).

PHYSICAL REVIEW D 93, 103524 (2016)

However, as null geodesics are conformally invariant, the
geodesics will only depend on the conformally invariant part
of the Riemann tensor, the Weyl part. This means that weak
lensing is not sensitive to the individual metric potentials but
instead to the linear combination of potentials given by

P+ T
Dy =——.
WL 2
Then, we find that for all the scenarios considered in this
paper, the ACDM cosmology, the Dilaton models, and the

f(R) theories we have
Py, = ¥n,

(4.1)

(4.2)

where Wy is again the Newtonian potential defined by the
standard Poisson equation (2.7). This result is valid up to an
accuracy of 10™# or better, as it is legitimate to linearize over the
metric potentials in the cosmological context and corrections
generated by the modifications of gravity are below 107 [65].

B. Spherical Fourier-Bessel formalism

Spherical coordinates will be a natural choice in the
analysis of future cosmological data sets as, by an appropriate
choice of coordinates, we can place the observer at the origin.
Future surveys promise to yield both large (i.e. wide angle)
and deep (i.e. large radial coverage) coverage of the sky,
necessitating a simultaneous treatment of the extended radial
coverage and spherical sky geometry. A natural basis for such
an analysis is given by the spherical Fourier-Bessel basis.
In this section, we follow Refs. [22,46,68-70] and outline
the conventions used for the sFB formalism in this paper.

Let us consider a 3D random field {(r,Q) with Q
denoting the angular coordinate on the surface of a sphere
and r denoting the comoving radial distance. In the 3D
case, the eigenfunctions of the Laplacian will be con-
structed from products of the spherical Bessel functions of
the first kind j,(kr) and spherical harmonics Y ,,(Q) with
eigenvalues of —k?. For simplicity, we assume a flat
background Universe, and the sFB decomposition of the
homogeneous 3D field reduces to

(@) = [T S e 0 Zin(r.0.0). (@43)
{¢m}
where we have introduced the orthonormal sFB basis
functions

Zkfm(r’ 0, (/7) = \/%ka(kr) Yem (91 (,0)- (44)

The inverse relation is given by

Epm (k) = /) = / A0 (r.0)Z;,, (r.0.0).  (4.5)

This is something of a spherical analog to the conventional
Cartesian Fourier decomposition. In particular, defining the
normalization of the 3D Fourier transform and power
spectrum as
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1 )
{(r) = W/dke"”g(k),

(C(k)Z" (k7))

the sFB coefficients and the Fourier modes can be related as

(4.6)

= P (k)op(k — k'), (4.7)

cﬁx@——%@/déyaxﬁxwxb, (4.8)

(hQ) = £ 3 () En R (@) (49)

{Zm}

where we have introduced the conventional Dirac delta
function Sp(x). The sFB power spectrum can now be
defined as

(Cem (k)50 (K1)

where we see that Cic(k) = P¢(k). This result implicitly
assumes all-sky coverage and neglects any Galactic cutoff,
radial selection function, or other discrete effects such as
masking.

= CE(K)Sp(k = K )SppGpme,  (4.10)

C. Lensing potential in the sFB formalism

In gravitational weak lensing, we can associate the weak-
lensing potential ¢ for some arbitrary source at comoving
position r = (r, 8, @) to the underlying Weyl potential @y
via a line-of-sight integral,

D) = P(r. Q) = % A CAPF(r ) Bg (P, Q) (411)
n_ Jk(r="r)
Fulr ) = ) @12

This expression implicitly uses the Born approximation in
which the path of null geodesics is assumed to correspond
to the unperturbed background path. Similarly, it also
neglects any coupling between lenses along the line of
sight. The lensing potential ¢ is conventionally treated as a
2D radial projection of the underlying 3D Weyl potential,
e.g. Ref. [71].

The weak-lensing potential can be harmonically decom-
posed as follows,

@mmwz/f@mmamm,<ma

with an inverse relation

co m=+¢

Z > /dk[‘pwdfm(k)zkfm(l‘). (4.14)

=0 m=-¢

q)WL

Using the above decompositions, the harmonic decom-
position of the lensing potential ¢,,,(k) and the 3D
gravitational potential [Py |,,, (k, r) can be related by [68]

PHYSICAL REVIEW D 93, 103524 (2016)
4k
Ppm(k) = / dk’k’/ drr?j,(kr)

X A dr'Fx(r.r)je(K'r)[@wi] o (K5 7).

(4.15)

In GR and in the modified-gravity models studied in this
paper, the weak-lensing potential [®wy ., (k;r) can be
related to the matter overdensity &,,,(k;r) via the usual
Poisson relation (2.7), using the relation (4.2),

3Q,H}
" 24k2a(r) (r)

These sets of equations explicitly determine the relation-
ship between ¢, Py, and 6 [68]. As the statistics of § and
®y; can be explicitly calculated, then 3D weak lensing
through the lensing potential ¢ will allow us to probe the
underlying cosmological or modified-gravity model param-
eters. These expressions hold for the ACDM cosmology as
well as for the Dilaton and f(R) models studied in this
paper, as the background is not modified (within an
accuracy of 107*) and the weak-lensing potential is still
given by the standard Poisson equation (4.2).

q)fm(k; r)

Spm(ks ). (4.16)

D. 3D weak lensing

Most of the discussion has focused on the weak-lensing
potential ¢, whereas the actual lensing observables are the
magnification «, or the isotropic convergence scalar field,
and the complex shear y(r) = y,(r) + iy,(r), which cor-
responds to two orthogonal modes of distortion. Weak-
lensing shear is a spin-2 object and is fundamentally
tensorial in nature, and hence the appropriate basis har-
monics will be spin-weighted spherical harmonics [72]. In
this section, we briefly review the full-sky 3D weak-lensing
formalism. This approach was first introduced in Ref. [46]
and subsequently generalized to a full tensorial form in
Ref. [68]. Our treatment will follow the presentation of
Ref. [68]. Note that weak gravitational lensing implicitly
refers to the regime in which |y| <1 and |x| < 1.

The distortion of null geodesics on some 2D surface at a
comoving distance of r induced by weak gravitational
lensing via some intervening structure is given by

hv %VPMIWKM+nU]W (4.17)

where o, are the Pauli spin matrices, g;; is just the metric of the
2-sphere, and V; are covariant derivatives on the 2-sphere.
Alternatively, we can study the isotropic convergence scalar
field which is defined by the Laplacian of the lensing potential,

()] = K(0)1,; = 3,9%(r)

with [;; the identity matrix. In a spherical polar coordinate
system {6, ¢}, the weak-lensing shear and convergence field
tensor are explicitly given by [68]

(4.18)
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[}’(r)]ij = [ vwvg

[K(r)]ij = l 0

The complex shear can now be split into two complex
potentials ¢ and ¢y such that

7(r) = 7(r) + iyy(r) (4.21)

- %aa[qu(r) + igp(r)],

ri(r) =ri(r) - igp(r)],  (4.22)

i72(r) = 3 300 (r) -
where & and 3 are differential operators that act as spin-
raising and spin-lowering operators. The potentials ¢ and
¢p correspond to the electric (even parity) and magnetic
(odd parity) parts of the field. Weak gravitational lensing
alone is sourced by the real part of the field necessitating
that ¢z = ¢(r) and ¢pp = 0. As the shear field induced by
weak lensing is of pure electric type, nonzero values for ¢p
can be a robust diagnostic for systematics or foreground
contamination.

The two real scalar potentials ¢z and ¢p will
completely characterize the distortion field induced by
weak lensing and can be expressed in the sFB basis as
follows [68]:

¢ (r) _—2/ dkz

em(K)Ziom (1,0, ),

(4.23)

¢p(r) :—2/ dkz

Bt’m (k)Zkfm(r’ 9’ ¢)
(4.24)

The shear field y(r) can be decomposed into a spin-
weighted spherical Fourier-Bessel basis via

]/ r :/ denym

{em}
where we have introduced the spin-weighted sFB basis
functions

2Ly (1.0, ), (4.25)

2.
sZkfm(r’ 0, §0) = \/;k.]f(kr)syfm (6’ (ﬂ) (426)

1VgVy — csc?0V,V, ]

1[VoVg + csc?0V V]
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e $(r) (4.19)
1[V,V,, - sin?6V,V,] |

. _
19,9, + sitov,v,) | P (4.20)

and the spin-weighted expansion coefficients can be related
to the electric E,,, and magnetic B,,, harmonics via
—[Epm + iBgp(k),

2 em (k) = (4.27)

iB,,,) (k). (4.28)

—2V¢m (k) = _[Efm -
Given that for weak lensing we require that ¢ = 0, then
the complex shear field can be related to the underlying

lensing potential ¢(r) as via [68]

1 1--
y(r) = 566(/)(1'), yi(r) = Eééqﬁ(r). (4.29)
By performing a sFB expansion of the lensing potential,
and acting upon this with the spin-raising and spin-
lowering operators, we can relate the E,,,’s and By,,’s to
the lensing potential harmonics

1 ¢ +2)
E (f—Z)' fm()

Ep(k) = — By, =0. (4.30)

Deviations from By,, = 0 should be a good discriminator of
systematic effects. The spin-2 shear coefficients are related
to the lensing harmonics via an Z-weighted prefactor [68],

2V em(K) = o7 o (k) = % Ef + 2;

fm( ) (431)

This final expression will allow us to relate the shear
lensing spectra C/ (k. k,) to the lensing potential spectra

Cl (ky. ky).

E. 3D weak-lensing power spectra

1. Lensing potential and lensing shear spectra
The full 3D sFB decomposition of the Weyl potential ®
and the lensing potential ¢ can be used to define power
spectra in the usual way,

(Rpn (ks )25, (K3 7)) = C22 (ki 1)p (k = K') 585

(4.32)

=V (k,K)5K, 6K .

mm'’

(@em (K)o (K)) (4.33)
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TABLE II.
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Parameters describing the f(R) models considered in our study. These parameters are used to define

the scalar potential V(@) and the coupling function A(¢) through the {f(a), m(a)} parametrization.

Model mo(hMpc™")

r o K

n=1, |fz] ={107*,107,1076}
n=2,|fz ={107*,107,1076}

(0.042, 0.132, 0.417)
(0.034, 0.108, 0.340)

(4.5,4.5,45) (0.408, 0.408, 0.408) (0., 0., 0.)
(6.0, 6.0, 6.0) (0.408, 0.408, 0.408) (0., 0., 0.)

where 6%, are the Kronecker delta functions. Note that the
lensing potential is not homogeneous and isotropic in 3D
space but rather a 2D projection at a source of comoving
distance r of the underlying gravitational potential &
between us and the source. This means that it will be
homogeneous and isotropic on the 2-sphere, but this will
not hold in the radial direction [68], hence the difference in
the structure of the power spectra.

Using the harmonic decomposition of the lensing poten-
tial, the power spectrum can be written as [68]

16 [
C% (ky, ky) = / dK' KT (k) k)T (ky k), (4.34)

7[26'4 0

I(Lf(k,-,k’) = k,»Aoo drr?j,(k;r)

x/rdr’FK(r, ) j (K )\/ Pow(K; ).
0

(4.35)

In both GR and modified theories of gravity, we assume
that the correlations of the Weyl potential ® are signifi-
cantly nonzero such that we assume the potential power
spectrum is approximately [68]

Po, (kir.r') = \/P%L(k; PPg, (kir').  (4.36)
As the correlations of § are restricted to very small scales
Ir —r'| <100A~" Mpc, we simply replace Pg, (kir,r)
by Pg,, (ki)

The lensing power spectrum can be written as

(4.37)

P(I)WL (k’ Z) = D3L<k’ Z)PQWL (k’ 0)’

which, in the GR limit, can also be expressed in terms of
the matter power spectrum via the Poisson equation as per
Egs. (2.7) and (4.16),

3Q,,0H}

o (4.38)

Pa,, (k; z)GR< ) Pys(k: ).

The shear lensing spectrum is related to the lensing
potential spectrum via Eq. (4.31),

£+2)!
ucﬁ(kl’kz)-

C?/(kka): (f—Z)'

(4.39)

| =

This result again assumes perfect sky coverage and neglects
finite survey, selection function, and sky mask effects.
These may be accounted for using a pseudo-C, approach as
detailed in Ref. [73], where the method was used to reduce
the data. We show typical sFB weak-lensing spectra for
¢ =40 and r, € {1400, 1800,2200}h~! Mpc in Fig. 2.
The typical deviations from GR for the f(R) models are
shown in Fig. 3 and for dilaton models are shown in Fig. 4.

2. Noise contributions and systematics

In reality, the data that we have access to are estimates
of the shear field at given 3D positions in space. The
radial coordinates are usually not known precisely but
are estimated by some photometric redshift which implic-
itly has an error attached to it, typically of the order
o, ~0.02 — 0.1. These photometric redshift estimates lead
to a smoothing of the distribution in a radial direction.
A more complete analysis would take this effect into
account [46]. We neglect these contributions but do include
effects from shot noise under the assumption that galaxies
are a Poisson sampling of an underlying smooth field
[46,74]. The variance of the shear estimate for a single
galaxy will be dominated by the variance in intrinsic
ellipticity o2 rather than by lensing [46,75,76]. This leads
to a shot-noise term of the form

108
ro = 1400h~! Mpc
10" 70 = 1800h~" Mpc
10" o = 2200h " Mpc
= 15 )
< 10 W /\A
S \
10" N L
\
10" | '“ | “ "‘ ‘ml“'[‘ |
102 l ‘ MIHM
1072 10'1
ke [hMpe™]
FIG. 2. 3D weak-lensing potential C?‘b(kl,kl) in GR with

ro € {1400, 1800, 2200} h~! Mpc and # = 40. Note that we have
left ¢ = 1 and neglected the amplitude prefactor A = 16/z%c*
which is just some fixed scaling of the amplitude.
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FIG. 3.
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K [Co(k) — CER (k)

K [Co(k) = CER (k)

1072
k[ Mpe™]

In this plot, we show the 3D weak-lensing spectra for the f(R) models assuming a survey depth of r, = 1400A~!. The left

plots show the total # = 20 (top) and # = 40. The plots on the right show the difference between the fiducial GR model and |f| = 10~*
(solid), 10~ (dashed) and 10~ (dotted). All plots have been scaled by k* in order to enhance the differences. As can be seen, the
signatures of a deviation from GR are most prominent in the range k ~ 107> — 10~! hiMpc~!. Scales on the order k > 0.1AMpc~! will be
probed by higher multipoles # > 80, where systematic effects and noise render our analysis and modelling insufficient and the spectra

tend toward that of GR.

2
(rars) = 8% (4.40)
The intrinsic ellipticity signal can be difficult to separate
and remains a poorly understood noise contribution.

Fundamentally, the choice of nonlinear matter power
spectrum used in our analysis depends on the underlying
cosmology. In this paper, we aim to constrain deviations
from General Relativity with respect to a fixed ACDM
background. However, deviations induced by a modified
theory of gravity are degenerate with a cosmology that
incorporates baryonic feedback and/or massive neutrinos
[33,77,78]. In a 2D analysis, where we used Limber’s
approximation to perform a projection, we mix up the k and
the £ modes making any discrimination between the
various nonlinear effects much harder. In 3D, we can study
the nonlinearities mode by mode as a function of k and ¢
such that it may be possible to disentangle the various
nonlinear contributions. The tomographic projections and
their correlators can always be constructed from the 3D
spherical Fourier-Bessel analysis, as the required informa-
tion is already present.

We have ignored the effects of baryonic feedback and
massive neutrinos in our study. However, the effect of these
on the modification of the matter power spectrum
are degenerate especially at smaller wave numbers

k < 10~'hMpc~! with that of MG theories. The impact
of both effects can be included as a multiplicative redshift
and scale-dependent bias. Typical feedback mechanisms
include cooling, heating, star formation and evolution,
chemical enrichment and supernovae feedback. The mod-
elling of such processes is difficult and involves running
hydrodynamic simulations [79]. The effect of massive
neutrinos can similarly be incorporated using an effective
multiplicative bias (see Ref. [33] for results in projection).
Our formalism can readily be used to incorporate such
effects. For example, we could schematically write [33]

Pi(k,z) = Pyg(k, Z)b%(k, )bi(k,z)  (4.41)

and use this in the approximation given Eq. (4.36). This
would simply serve to renormalize Eq. (4.35), meaning that
feedback mechanisms can be transparently folded into the
analysis. A discussion of the impact of massive neutrinos
on the 3D spherical Fourier-Bessel power spectrum can be
found in Refs. [80,81].

Unless otherwise specified, the canonical survey con-
figuration that we adopt for the 3D weak-lensing spectra
has a survey depth of r, = 1400h~! Mpc and takes multi-
poles in the range £ € {10, 80} to ensure that we are in the
regime that probes large scales. In this regime, we can
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FIG. 4. Here, we plot the 3D weak-lensing spectra for the dilaton models assuming ry = 1400h~! Mpc and £ = 20. These plots show
the deviations from GR induced by systematically varying the model parameters {my, r, s,y }. The top left plot varies r, the top right
varies s, the bottom left varies m, and the bottom right varies /3. As before, these plots are scaled by k*. The fiducial model A2 for the
dilaton spectra is characterized by f, = 0.5, my = 0.334, r = 1.00, and s = 0.24. The variations in f, are given by the B-series, in m,
by the E-series, in r by the C-series, and in s by the A-series. As discussed previously, deviations are most significant between

k~ 1072 =10~ hMpc~! probed by multipoles # < 100.

assume contamination effects from feedback, etc., will be
subdominant.

V. STATISTICAL ANALYSIS

A. Comparison with previous studies

In this section, we briefly discuss the plethora of
constraints on modified theories of gravity and how
competitive we expect 3D weak lensing to be. The
constraints use multiple probes that fold in information
from a wide range of astrophysical processes covering a
very broad range of scales. Current tests of GR on
cosmological scales are still not at the levels of precision
offered by small-scale experiments. Some of these con-
straints, such as weak lensing, redshift space distortions,
and galaxy clustering, require us to fix a particular model in
order to estimate and reconstruct the growth rate of large-
scale structure from data. In addition, many of the observ-
able effects are vexed by a poor understanding of baryonic
physics, such as the role of nonlinear galaxy bias or
feedback mechanisms in both standard GR and modified
theories of gravity, necessarily introducing uncertainty into
the constraints. Here, we show how 3D weak lensing at low
multipoles, £ < 100, is likely to be a relatively clean probe
of modified theories of gravity with systematic effects and
constraints only becoming significant at higher multipoles.

1. f(R) models

Among the largest scales we can probe, CMB lensing from
Planck offers the deepest line-of-sight constraints on modi-
fied theories of gravity but only places a relatively weak
constraint of [fg| < 1072 for z < 6 [24]. On similarly large
scales, it is highly anticipated that a joint analysis of 21 cm
intensity mapping and the CMB could yield much tighter
constraints of | fz| < 107> for z ~ 0.7 — 2.5 due to the greater
number of useful Fourier modes [37]. Constraints from the
galaxy power spectrum as measured by WiggleZ yielded a
relatively good constraint on the order of |fg| < 1.4 x 107>
95% at z ~0.2-1 [82]. A recent galaxy clustering ratio 7
was proposed as a means to avoid a number of systematic
uncertainties associated to scale-dependent growth rates.
This ratio applied to SDSS data yielded a constraint of
|fr] < 4.6 x 107 at the 95% confidence limit [31]. Redshift
space distortions measured in the range z ~ 0.16-0.47 yield
|fz| < 10~* [83]. Recent CFHTSLenS 2D weak-lensing
results lead to relatively weak constraints of |fg| < 107*
[33]. Distance indicators provide constraints on the level of
|fr| <5 x 1077 at the 95% level but do require assumptions
regarding the level of screening in host galaxies and an
extrapolation from high-curvature to low-curvature regimes
[64]. A more detailed list of current and prospective con-
straints on f(R) theories may be found in Table T of Ref. [63].
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On smaller scales, Coma gas measurements yield |f| <
6 x 107> for z ~ 0.02 [84], and strong lensing of galaxies on
kiloparsec scales places a constraint of [fg| < 2.5 x 1076
[85]. For solar system scales, Ref. [62] found that by adopting
a thin-shell criterion and requiring that the interior be in
the high-curvature regime an upper limit for static solutions
is approximately |fz| <2 % 107%(v,,/300 kms~!)2 For
example, with v, ~ 220 km/s, this would imply a con-
straint on the order of |fz| <1 x 1076 [62].

2. Dilaton models

CFHTSLenS weak lensing places rather broad con-
straints on the dilaton models with the data preferring
lower values of s, r, and fB; [33]. The analysis of the
diagonal direction in the {m, s} plane prefers lower values
of my. A recent study by Ref. [86] using LSST, weak
lensing, galaxy clustering, and Planck CMB data was able
to place lo constraints on & = H/(cmyg) and fy = 1 of
2.7 x 107 and 2.3 x 107!, respectively. When 3, = 5, it
was found that & < 3 x 1073 at 95% C.L.. It was also
shown that if f; ~ 1 then current data cannot place any
meaningful constraints on &;; however, when folding in
LSST data, the constraint tightens to &, ~ few x 1079, and
it should be possible to measure S, ~ 1 to within 20%
accuracy.

B. x? analysis

1. Overview

Following Ref. [22], we can define a likelihood £ for
an arbitrary set of parameters 6, specifying our modified
theory of gravity; i.e. we implicitly assume a fixed back-
ground cosmology. For f(R) theories, the parameter vector
is just @, = {n, fg, }. For the dilaton theories, the parameter
vector is given by 6, = {s, By, r, my}. Given a noisy data
vector @(k), the likelihood is given by

L(0,/C4(K))
B 1
~ (27)Nex/2| det C|'/2

X exp {——Z / dk / dk'5C,(k)C; ) (k, K)8CH (k') .

et

(5.1)

Here, 6(?,; = éf - é?R, Niyix 1s the size of the data vector,
and C,. (k, k') is the covariance matrix defined by

Cor(k,K) = [Co (k. K) + No(k. K 85,85,.

20+ 1
(5.2)

where we have made use of the Gaussian approximation
and N,(k, k') is a noise term. If we have all-sky coverage,
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then the covariance matrix reduces to a block-diagonal
form with the matrix being diagonally dominated in the
{k, k'} space. Introducing a sky mask or assuming partial-
sky coverage will induce mode-coupling terms between the
harmonics that results in off-diagonal terms. The y? statistic
is given by

2= / dk / dk'8Cs(k)C,) (k,k')6Cs(K).  (5.3)

44

In order to constrain the parameters of the modified
theory of gravity, we assume a perfect knowledge of the
background ACDM cosmology. We assume multipoles in
the range ¢ € {20,80} which corresponds to probing
the scales corresponding to k € {1072, 107!} Mpc~'. In
Fig. 5, we demonstrate how the y? constraints vary with
multipoles £ used, survey depth r(, and ellipticity variance
o.. By folding in more multipoles, we can naturally gain
tighter constraints. Increasing the survey depth allows us
to probe a greater range of redshifts, also tightening the
constraints. Similarly, increasing the ellipticity variance
naturally degrades our constraints due to the increased
noise. We only consider the multipoles £ < 80 as high
multipoles probe scales k > 0.12Mpc~!, where the spectra
tend to GR quickly and systematic effects can become
substantial. The assumed galaxy number density is fixed at
N = 10* Mpc~2 in order to compare our results to those
of Ref. [22].

2. Constraints from y*

Our constraints are derived assuming a prototypical
3D weak-lensing survey of r, = 1400A~' Mpc, taking
multipoles £ € {10, 80} and taking wave numbers in the
range k € {1072, 107" }hMpc~!. We assume an ellipticity
variance of o, = 0.2.

For the f(R) models, the 3¢ limits are |fz| <5 x 107°
for the n = 1 models and |fg| <9 x 107 for the n =2
models. The results are shown in Fig. 5.

The total 30 constraints for the dilaton model with
parameters {my, r, Sy, s} about a fiducial model of
{0.334,1.0,0.5,0.24} are {0.47,0.85,0.38,0.39} as shown
in Fig. 6. This means that should we observe a 3D weak-
lensing spectra consistent with GR the fiducial model A,
can be excluded at the 30 level and the data should be
capable of ruling out variations of the fiducial model with
values of m( < 0.47, f, > 0.38, and s < 0.39. The analysis
seems to be indiscriminate toward r with the y? values
being relatively flat across the parameter space.

C. Fisher matrix analysis

1. 3D Fisher matrix

The Fisher information matrix is a useful, though
limited, tool in modern cosmology. Assuming that the
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FIG.5. Here, we show a y? analysis for the f(R) models as a function of multipole Z, survey depth r,, and ellipticity variance o,. We
use all multipoles up to # ~ 70, take survey sizes r, € {1400, 1800,2200}4~" Mpc, and assume an ellipticity variances in the range
6. = {0.1,0.4}. In the top two plots, we set ry = 1400h~! Mpc and o, = 0.2 and demonstrate how individual multipoles (30,50,70)
contribute to y* compared to the sum of all the multipoles in the range # € {30, 70} (top, green curve). The top left plot is for n = 1
and the top right for n = 2. In the bottom left plot, we adopt fiducial values of # =40, 6, = 0.2 and vary the survey depth
ro € {1400, 1800, 2200} h~! Mpc (top curve to bottom curve). For bottom right plot, we adopt a fiducial survey of ¢ = 40 and
ro = 1400h~! Mpc for varying o,. As anticipated, stronger noise degrades the constraints. The data are binned in the range
k ~0.01 —0.1nMpc~!. At the 30 level, we find constraints on the n = 1 models to be ~|fz| < 5 x 107°, and for the n = 2 models this
is degraded to ~|fg| <9 x 107°.
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likelihood surface near the peak is sufficiently well
approximated by a multivariate Gaussian, the Fisher matrix
(FM) will inform us about the Gaussian uncertainties
at a given point in parameter space. At a basic level, it
allows us to place a theoretical lower limit on the parameter
space uncertainties. There is, however, no good way to
include prior information, and nor is there a means to
perform a global exploration of a parameter space that may
contain multiple peaks or other features, such as walls.
Consequently, the Fisher information matrix can occasion-
ally yield some rather suspect cross-correlations. Some of
these issues may be solved by resorting to a full MCMC
sampling of the parameter space, though we leave such
an implementation to the future. In this paper, we focus
on placing a naive theoretical 16 bound on the model
parameters for the modified theories of gravity considered
here. In particular, we will focus on how the 1o bound
varies as a function of the survey configuration, multipoles
used, and ellipticity variance. A useful discussion of
Fisher matrix forecasting in the sFB formalism may be
found in Refs. [87,88]. Our discussion will closely
follow the methods outlined in these papers. The FM is
defined to be the inverse covariance matrix of the posterior

distribution
L
F ,={(——-
o <89aa¢9ﬂ>’

where £ = —1InL is the log-likelihood. If all parameters
bar one are fixed, then the fixed uncertainty will be
bounded by

(5.4)

1
AG, > .
T VFu

However, if several parameters are estimated from our data,
then the minimum standard deviation is given by

(5.5)

AGy > (F1)ilds (5.6)
this is called the marginalized uncertainty. The Fisher
matrix for the sFB spectra may be computed via a number
of different implementations. The calculation of the FM
typically begins by assuming a Gaussian likelihood for the
sFB harmonics but quickly becomes complicated due to the
complex correlations between the various k-modes induced
by both finite survey and masking effects as well as by the
intrinsic time evolution of the underlying random field. In
our case, this will be the time evolution of the lensing
potential.

The nondiagonal correlations can be dealt with via two
different approaches: (1) we choose a finite grid in k space
and compute the FM on the discrete grid, or (2) we
approximate the full FM by a diagonal data covariance
matrix evaluated at discrete points k; [88]. If the covariance
matrix can be well approximated as diagonally dominant,
then care must be taken in the choice of bin size as bins that
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are too small would overestimate the information content as
we neglect correlations between neighboring wave num-
bers. For a discrete grid, smaller bin sizes Ak; mean that the
covariance matrix becomes increasingly complex to invert,
whereas larger bin sizes would be tantamount to discarding
information [87]. As discussed in Ref. [87], care must also
be taken when choosing the largest scale k;, to include in
the analysis, as at small k the sFB spectra can become
extremely small, but it is possible that they can still
contribute to the Fisher information.

Another problem that arises when calculating the Fisher
matrices is that the condition number’ of the covariance
matrices can be quite high, making the matrices ill con-
ditioned. This means that if the bin size is taken to be too
small then the matrix can become singular. Care must also
be taken in binning the data in order to avoid numerical
instabilities in the highly oscillatory regime at large k.

Assuming a likelihood with covariance matrix C and
mean y, the FM will be given by [46,87-90]

T
@Tr{c 1 9C C- lac} +0,u c' A

2 90, 00, 90, 00,

Faﬁ = (57)

If there is no angular mask, the sFB coefficients will remain
uncorrelated between different multipoles ¢, and the
covariance matrix C reduces to a block-diagonal form.
A further simplification arises as y = ({z,,(k)) = 0, where
¢ is defined in Eq. (4.5), and the FM reduces even further to
the following form:

(6 +1AC [ 0C, ., OC
Fa/)’ = fskny Cf 8Hf Cf —f
4

a0 (5.8)

Schematically, the data covariance matrix for the sFB
spectra measured at a set of discrete radial wave numbers
k; can be written as [87,88]

Colkooko)  Colko,kr) Cr(Kos kmax)
Cf(kl’ko) Cf(klﬂkl) Cf(kl’kmax)
C,= ,

Cf(kmaxv kO) Cf(kmaxv kl) éf(kmaxv kmax)

(5.9)

where, as before,

Colki k;) = Cplkiskj) + Ny(kiskj).  (5.10)

2. Constraints from Fisher matrix

For a survey of depth r, = 1400h~! Mpc and ellipticity
variance of 6, = 0.2 and at a fixed multipole of £ = 20, the

7K(A) :| max( )/ﬂmm( )|
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FIG. 7. An example of the 1o fixed uncertainty on the dilaton
parameters as estimated from the full nondiagonal Fisher matrix
Fop, A0, > (F )"/ for a single multipole # = 20 with a survey
depth of ry = 1400h~" Mpc. We vary the ellipticity noise o2.
As expected, decreasing the noise leads to a decrease in the
uncertainty in the terms we are sensitive to, i.e. mq and f,, and a
smaller decrease in uncertainty on the terms to which we have
less sensitivity, i.e. r and f§,. The lines correspond to r (top), s, fo,
and m (bottom), respectively.

lo fractional error on |fg| is typically Al|fg|/fr ~
0.0214(0.0240) for n = 1(n =2). This means that an
optimistic weak-lensing survey should be able to measure
|fr| to the percent level accuracy, with accuracies below
10% at the 30 confidence limit.

The 1o fractional errors A#,/6, on the dilaton para-
meters {my, fy, r, s} are on the order of ~{0.0383,0.0790,
0.4480,0.3267} for # = 20 and o, = 0.2. The dependence
of the 1o errors estimated from the Fisher matrix on the
ellipticity variance is shown in Fig. 7 for the dilaton models.

As discussed in Ref. [46], the 3D modes themselves are
generally noisy, but by improving the survey character-
istics, we can include more effective 3D modes with good
signal-to-noise ratios. Data compressions techniques, such
as the Karhunen-Logeve analysis used in Ref. [46], would be
a step toward reducing the size of the data sets while having
as little impact as possible on estimated errors of the model
parameters.

These constraints derived here assume a sky fraction of
Sy = 1, with the errors scaling as f S_kly/ 2, Improvements to
these constraints will typically depend on the character-
istics of the survey. For instance, reducing the ellipticity
variance, increasing the number density of source galaxies
or a large sky fraction will all improve the constraints.
Likewise, we may also fold in higher multipoles in order to
improve the constraints. We leave a detailed study of
optimal survey configurations to a future paper.

It should be noted that the results presented here are
optimistic as we have neglected noise contributions, such as
photometric redshift errors, sky masking, and sky fractions.
However, the general results suggest that 3D weak
lensing should be a powerful tool for upcoming large-scale
structure surveys, in agreement with recent studies in the
literature [34,46,47,73,75,76,81,91-93].
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D. Principal component analysis

In this section, we implement a principal component
analysis (PCA) of the Fisher matrices in order to assess the
accuracy to which linear combinations of model parameters
may be determined from a prototypical 3D weak-lensing
survey. A PCA is an efficient method for determining the
degeneracy directions and linear combinations of param-
eters, ranking them according to how accurately we may
determine them from the data. This method has been
applied to various cosmological data sets [94-96], and
this section will closely follow the treatment presented
in Ref. [96].

The inverse of the Fisher matrix yields the covariance of
the parameter vector at the maximum likelihood

F~! = (A0A0T) = (007) — (0)(07). (5.11)
The standard deviation of the ith parameter is obtained
from the inverse Fisher matrix via Ad, = [(F~!),,]'/?; this
is the minimum variance bound (MVB). According to the
Cramér-Rao inequality, the variance of any unbiased
estimator is always larger than or equal to the MVB.

Any real matrix W is known as a decorrelation matrix if
it obeys

F = W/AW, (5.12)

where A is the diagonal matrix. The quantities ® = W0 are
said to be decorrelated as their covariance matrix will be
diagonalized [97],

(ADADT) = W(AGAOT)WT = A-1.  (5.13)

We can always scale the quantities ® to unity variance by
introducing W = A'/>?W without loss of generality. The
Fisher matrix in terms of W reduces to [96]

F=WW. (5.14)

However, the choice of W is not unique. In particular, for

any matrix W that satisfies Eq. (5.14), the same will be true
for any orthogonal rotation OW such that O € SO(n) [97].
This implicitly means that there are infinitely many
decorrelation matrices that satisfy Eq. (5.14).

Given that W is an orthogonal matrix, its rows will be
eigenvectors p, of F, and the diagonal matrix of the
corresponding eigenvalues will be given by A = diag(4,).
In this case, the decomposition given by Eq. (5.12) is
known as a principal component decomposition (PCD)
[96]. The principal components of the system are given by

Ha = ZAaﬂgﬂ'
p

In a PCD, the eigenvectors of F will determine the
principal axes of the n-dimensional error ellipsoid in the
parameter manifold. The eigenvectors correspond to

(5.15)
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orthogonal linear combinations of the physical parameters
that may be determined independently from the data. If
these vectors are aligned with the parameter axes, then they
are said to be less degenerate between those parameters.
The accuracy to which the linear combination of these
parameters may be determined can be quantified by the
variance o, = o(p,) = 45'/*. A given principal compo-
nent of the Fisher matrix tells us how accurately a specific
linear combination of parameters may be determined from
the data. By convention, we will take the eigenvalues to be
in descending order such that the first eigenvector p; will

10°
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FIG. 8. The variance 6(p,) = A« 1/2 associated with the princi-
pal components of the 4 x 4 Fisher matrix F for the dilaton
models. The different curves show the variation of o(p,) with
increasing ellipticity variance o.. As expected, increasing the
noise contribution leads to a greater variance in the eigenvalues.
Similarly, increasing the multipole allows us to probe more of the
nonlinear features of the power spectra, increasing constraints.
However, systematics and unmodelled noise will degrade these
values.
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have the smallest variance and will therefore be the best
constrained parameter combination. Similarly, the last
eigenvector p, will be the direction with the greatest
uncertainty. A caveat to the analysis in this section is that
we implicitly assume a fixed ACDM background and vary
the modified theory of gravity parameters about this
background. In reality, it is likely that a number of the
parameters introduced by a modification to gravity will be
degenerate with the ACDM parameters. We leave a more
complete analysis of this point to future work.

The MVB may be estimated from the eigenvectors and
eigenvalue of the Fisher matrix via [96]

n 1/2
AG, = (Z Wi,yl;') .
i=1

For the dilaton models, we will consider the Fisher
matrix F corresponding to all four model parameters
{myg, Bo, r, s }. We will study how the variance of the linear
combination of parameters is sensitive to -ellipticity
dispersion o, the survey depth ry, and the multipoles #
used in the analysis. As would be anticipated, the noise
variance induces a scaling of the parameter variance.
If we neglect boundary and discretization effects, then
the covariance will be antiproportional to the sky fraction.
Although we typically set f, to unity for convenience, we
skly/z'

In Fig. 8, we show the variance o(p,) associated to the
principal components of the Fisher matrix for the dilaton
models. The first eigenvector can be seen to be dominant
with the first principal component reading

(5.16)

note that the variance o scales as approximately f

py o< —0.9394mg + 0.02694r + 0.3051, — 0.1538s,
(5.17)

as per Appendix B. The PCA essentially finds that the best
measured quantities are dominated by the mass m and the
coupling f3,, in agreement with the y* analysis.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, we have studied the two classes of screened
theories of gravity using 3D weak lensing. The focus of this
paper has been on understanding the impact of survey
configuration and basic noise sources on the constraints
that we may place on these theories. The individual
spherical Fourier-Bessel spectra can themselves be rela-
tively noisy but by folding in numerous multipoles will
place competitive constraints on modified theories of
gravity. In Sec. IV, we outlined the framework used for
3D weak lensing and the construction of the shear lensing
spectra. We have not restricted the analysis to survey
specific noise curves, which may be dealt with in future
studies. We did, however, include ellipticity variance 62 in
the analysis as this is likely to be a major noise source. Due
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to the fact that the Weyl lensing potential @y is identical to
that predicted in GR, it was shown that the effects in weak
lensing from modified theories of gravity only enter the
equations through the nonlinear matter power spectrum and
growth function, simplifying the resulting analysis.

In order to constrain the model parameters, we imple-
mented a y? analysis for a series of typical surveys with
depths ry € {1400, 1800,2200}4~! Mpc. In addition, we
detailed the impact of varying 62 and the multipoles # used
on the parameter constraints. Increasing the multipole
number allows us to probe deeper into the nonlinear
regime, where the deviations from GR can become more
prominent. However, this also demands that we accurately
model the nonlinear matter power spectrum on small scales
where systematic and feedback effects, which are poorly
understood, will also start to become more prominent.
Our approach uses one-loop corrections along with halo
modelling in order to extend the domain of validity of
the nonlinear matter power spectrum to k ~ 1hMpc~!.
This places an upper bound on the multipoles used in the
analysis. We take an upper limit of £ ~ 80 to our studies
in order to restrict ourselves to a regime in which the
systematics should be understood and should play a
subdominant role.

Our 30 constraints on the f(R) models are |fr| <5 x
10~ for the n = 1 models and |fz| <9 x 107 for the
n =2 models. The Fisher forecasts suggest that these
parameters should optimistically be measurable to within
a percent level accuracy for upcoming large-scale structure
surveys. The dilaton constraints at the 3¢ level are found to
be m0 < 0.4, fy < 0.425, and s > 0.37. The constraints on
r are much weaker, with 3D weak lensing seeming to have
little sensitivity to the variations in r considered in this
paper. The Fisher forecasting typically suggests that the
optimistic errors on these parameters are likely to be in the
range 1073 — 10~! with r again showing much more spread
with errors in the region of ~few x 107!-10°. We have not
modelled a number of error sources, such as photometric
redshift errors, that are likely to degrade our constraints.
However, a detailed investigation into optimal binning
strategies and optimal weightings should help limit the
degradation of parameter constraints in more realistic
surveys.

In this paper, we have focussed on the 3D cosmic shear
exclusively. A companion paper on testing modified
theories of gravity using a 3D analysis of magnification,
intrinsic  ellipticity ~distributions, and various cross-
correlations will be presented elsewhere.

Finally, we note that the methods presented in this paper
may be extended to the K-mouflage models [13,51]. These
models use the nonlinear kinetic functions in order to
provide a screening mechanism that converges to GR on
small astrophysical scales and at high redshifts. In contrast
to the f(R) and dilaton models presented in this paper,
in the K-mouflage models, linear cosmological structures
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exhibit deviations from ACDM up to the Hubble scale, and
the background evolution of dark energy only behaves like
a cosmological constant contribution at low redshifts.
These results will be presented in a later paper.
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APPENDIX A: NONLINEAR MATTER
POWER SPECTRUM

1. Modified gravitational potential

In this Appendix, we schematically outline the formalism
used to generate the nonlinear matter power spectra. The
formalism used is based on standard perturbation theory at
one-loop level with a partial resummation of the perturbative
series coupled with a halo model [11,12]. The one-loop
corrections allow us to extend the domain of validity of
the linear perturbative analysis to k < 0.152 Mpc~! at the
perturbative level, while the addition of the halo-model terms
further extends the domain of validity to approximately
k < 1hMpc™', justifying their use in this paper where the
scales of most importance are typically less than ~14 Mpc™!.

The scalar-tensor theories in this paper are explicitly
coupled to matter via the Jordan-frame metric, which is
conformally related to the Einstein-frame metric via A?(¢)
as in Eq. (2.3). This leads to an additional fifth force
acting on matter particles of mass m, F = —mc*>V 1InA. The
importance of this term is that it constitutes an additional
contribution to the Newtonian term Wy in the total
gravitational potential

Wi = Un + Uy (Al)
where we assume that A(@) =1 due to observational
bounds. The dynamics of matter particles will implicitly
depend on this modified potential. Assuming that the time
scale for the evolution of the field perturbations is far below
that of the cosmological time scale, we can adopt the
quasistatic approximation (i.e. the scalar field instantane-
ously follows the evolution of the matter perturbations).
Care must be taken when using the quasistatic approxi-
mation to ensure that we have not introduced significant
errors under this assumption. As shown in Ref. [12], the
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quasistatic approximation will be valid for the scales of
interest in 3D weak lensing. The modified-gravity potential
W, will be only a functional (i.e. it does not depend
on the past history) of the matter density fluctuation Jp in
the quasistatic approximation, simplifying the analysis.
Solving for W [6p], we can then solve for the equations
of motion of matter particles in the single-stream approxi-
mation (the Euler and continuity equations).

In a scalar-tensor theory, the modified potential ¥, will
explicitly depend on the scalar field ¢, demanding that we
first solve the Klein-Gordon (KG) equation to yield a
functional for the field perturbations 6¢|[5p]. By subtracting
the background from the KG equation and expanding in §¢
using the tomographic derivatives in Egs. (2.14)—(2.16), the
KG equation reduces to

V2 Bsp | Prdp
2 _m?) 0= 277 s
<a2 " ) ? 62M +C2M2 ?

+Z <Mn;j11 ﬂn+15,0> (540)"'

2+l
My n!
This admits a perturbative solution in the nonlinear matter
density fluctuations

(A2)

Sp = Z/dkl...dkn(SD(kl 4+ +k, — k)

X hn(kl’

0p(K,). (A3)

where the kernels /4, can be recursively obtained by noting
that the left-hand side in Eq. (A2) is a linear operator that is
diagonal in Fourier space and therefore admits an inversion
[12]. This expression is then substituted into the expression
for the modified-gravity potential (A1),

Ui (k) = Z/dkl...dknéD(k1 + ..k, - k)
n=1

x H, (K. ... Sp(k,).

K,)o0(k,).. (A4)
This method directly applies to the Dilaton models intro-
duced in Sec. II B, where the scalar field ¢ obeys the Klein-
Gordon, Eq. (2.26), and the coefficients 3, and k, of (A2)
were defined in Eqs. (2.14)—(2.16). For the f(R) theories
introduced in Sec. II C, instead of the fluctuations of the
scalar field ¢, we need to solve for the fluctuations of the
Ricci scalar 6R. From the constraint equation (2.43), we
obtain the functional SR[Sp|, as a perturbative expansion
over Jp in a fashion similar to (A3). Using Eq. (2.41), this
provides, in turn, the perturbative expansion of the total
potential as in (A4).

In the case of GR, the Poisson equation is linear, and
only the first kernel H, is nonzero. For the modified-gravity
scenarios, the expansion (A4) exhibits terms at all orders
because the nonlinear Klein-Gordon equation (A2)
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generates terms of all orders for the functionial S¢[5p],
see (A3), and the nonlinear fifth-force potential A(¢p)
generates further nonlinear terms for A[Sp| = A[S¢[5p]].

2. Single-stream approximation

The next key step is to propagate the modified gravi-
tational potential through the hydrodynamical equations of
motion in the perturbative regime. Using the single-stream
approximation [12,13], which is valid on large scales, the
dynamics of the matter fluid is given by the continuity and
Euler equations

PVl + 8 =0 (3)
? +HV+ (V- V)v==V- T, (A6)

where H is the conformal Hubble expansion rate and v is
the peculiar velocity. Introducing a time variable n = Ina
and a two-component vector [66],

W:[Z]:[4viva

the equations of motion can be greatly simplified in the
Fourier domain to [12]

(A7)

M, /dkldkz(SD(k] +k,—k)
on
x a(ky, ky)yo (ky)y(ky), (A8)
61//2 k2 1 + 3QA
877 + 2H2 \I]tot + D) "5}
= /dkldk250(k1 +k, - k)ﬁ(klv Ko )y (kp)wa(ks),
(A9)

where the coupling kernels are explicitly given by [12]

(k; +ky) -k

a(ky, ky) = 2 . (A10)
I

ki + ko2 (k; - k)

ki, k
ﬁ( 1> 2) 2k2k2

(A1)

In GR, the Newtonian gravitational potential is linear in the
density field, and therefore the Euler and continuity
equations are quadratic. As detailed in Refs. [11,12],
however, in the modified theories of gravity considered
in this paper, the potential ¥ of Eq. (A4) is nonlinear and
contains terms at all orders in §p. This necessitates that we
include vertices to all orders. Schematically, this can be
done by reexpressing Eqgs. (A8)—(A9) as
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ZKS X;X1, ... X

O(x, x') -y (x') n) w (X)) (x,).

(A12)

where x = (Kk,#, i) and i € {1,2} denotes the index of y.
The matrix O is written in terms of a function e(k, ) that
measures the deviation from the Newtonian gravitational
potential at linear order,

O(x,x") = ép(n' —n)dop(k' — k)
xea -1
on
s 1+3§2A( )
-3Q,(n)(1 +e(k,n) &+

(A13)

The vertices K3, are equal-time vertices with the schematic
form

Kil(x7xl’ -~-,xn) = 5D<l’h _”)5D(r]n —;7)
xdp(ky +---+k,—k
SFTRALIPON SH/)R (A14)

The vertices y; ; for GR, f(R), and the scalar-tensor
theories may be found in Refs. [11-13].

3. One-loop matter power spectrum

Given the equation of motion incorporating vertices at all
orders in Eq. (A12), it is possible to calculate the power
spectrum up to the required order in perturbation theory.
This paper uses power spectra that only incorporate the
one-loop diagrams, corresponding to corrections that are
third order in the fields [11-13]. This proceeds by looking
for a solution of the nonlinear equation of motion as a
perturbative expansion in powers of the linear growing
mode v,

0

w(x) = Zy/(") (x) such that w" o«y”.

n=1

(A15)

The linear-order equation of motion is simply O - y; =0,
leading to the usual two growing modes D (k,#) with the
concomitant evolution equation

PD 1+3Q,0D 3

— +————————=Qyu(1 D=0, Al6
Gt G =3 ull o (A16)
where the initial conditions are set by
t—-0: D, »a=e¢, D_xa3/? =32 (A17)

In GR, the modes D, are k independent. However, in
modified theories of gravity, the modes will be k dependent
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due to the presence of the new e(k, ) term. As the decaying
modes typically become negligible, the first-order solution
simplifies nicely to

D, (k

1) 1 (AL8)
B (k) |

w =y =60(k)

with the linear density field 6;y(k) fully determining the
initial conditions.

The higher-order terms y!") are obtained via recursion
of Eq. (A12) in terms of the retarded Green’s function
Ry [12],

O(x,x') - Ry (X', x") = 6p(x — x"), (A19)
implicitly demanding that
R (x1,x) =0 forn <ns. (A20)
This leads to the second- and third-order fields
w® =R, - K} Wy ()] (A21)
w® =2R, - K5 - y@y) 1 R, - K5 -y Dy Dy,
(A22)

Up to order l//(L4>, the two-point correlation function can be

written as

Cy(x1.x2) = (w(x1)w(x2)) (A23)
= (M) + (@@ 4 Oy )
+ Oy ) + Owr). (A24)

Substituting the expressions for (1), (), and ) into the
two-point correlation function and defining the equal-time
matter density power spectrum

(6(ky,n)d(ka,n)) = op(ky + ko) P(ky,m), (A25)
we can obtain the power spectrum up to order P? via
Wick’s theorem,

P(k) = Ptrec(k) + Pl—loop(k) (A26)
Ptree = PL<k) (A27)
Pi_ioop = P2y + Py + P, (A28)

where P53, terms encapsulate contributions from the 31 and
13 terms above. Both P,, and P;; are present in GR,
whereas P;I’I is a genuinely new effect generated by the
modified theory of gravity [12]. The one-loop diagrams
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Plree = —

FIG. 9. Contributions at order P? to the matter power
spectrum from loop diagrams. Schematically, we find
P(k) = Pyee(k) + Py (k) + P31 (k) + P3, (k). The black dots
are vertices for K3, and the lines with an arrow denote the
retarded propagator R;. Lines without an arrow correspond to the
linear correlator C;. Figure taken from Ref. [12].

that contribute to the power spectrum are explicitly shown
in Fig. 9. Note that the contributions to P3; in GR will
have different vertices and linear propagators to modified
theories of gravity. In particular, the linear propagator will
become momenta dependent, and the vertices will become
time dependent. Explicit expressions for P3; and Py, can be
found in Ref. [12] as momenta integrals over the propa-
gators R;, the vertices y*, and the correlators C;

4. Halo-model matter power spectrum

Standard one-loop perturbation theory breaks down
relatively quick as we enter the nonlinear regime. In order
to extend the domain of validity of this perturbative
approach, we can combine perturbation theory with halo
models to generate a matter power spectrum down to the
smaller, highly nonlinear scales. The halo model schemati-
cally provides a matter power spectrum of the form

P(k) = Pyn(k) + Py (k), (A29)

where Pj;, models the contribution to the matter power
from pairs within the same halo and P,;, models contri-
butions from pairs in two separate halos. The key quantities
that enter the halo model are the normalized halo mass
function f(v) and a variance-weighted density threshold v
defined by

dM _ p dv _6(M)
n(M)V = Mf(l/) o where v = o ()" (A30)
The one-halo contribution is given by [12]
© du M
Puld) = [ s 1) 5 () = Wikgu)l. (431

with u,,(k) the normalized Fourier transform of the halo
radial profile and W(kg,,) the normalized Fourier trans-
form of the top hat of Lagrangian radius ¢g,,. The two-halo
term is defined by [12]
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TABLE TII. Fisher matrix F,; for the dilaton parameters
{mo,r. By, s}.
Fop m r Po s

my 4+6.062 x 103 —1.739 x 10> —1.969 x 10° +9.926 x 102
ro —1.739 x 10> +4.991 x 10° +5.647 x 10! —2.848 x 10!
Bo  —1.969 x 10> +5.647 x 10! +6.393 x 10> —3.224 x 10?
s 49.926 x 102 —2.848 x 10! —3.224 x 10 +1.626 x 102

TABLE IV. Decorrelation matrix W, for the dilaton Fisher
matrix Fgg.

W p=1 2 3 4

a=1 —0.9394 +0.02694 +0.3051 —0.1538

2 —0.3330 —0.3072 —0.7894 +0.4141

3 —0.05843 +0.6421 —-0.5194 —0.5608

4 —0.00562 +0.7019 +0.1179 +0.7002
dAq A .

P k) = F A elk-Ax vir

2h( ) (277)3 Zh( Q)< >Aq 1 +A|

(1)

~)(~ikuAgay )
X e72 e ! T+ A

0T +ico

N / 4y o)/, <1 _ % )
27i y y—|—zk,quak”

0" —ico
(A32)

This is a rather complicated expression, and explicit
details on its derivation can be found in Ref. [12].
Here, we just note that this expression relates the power
spectrum to the statistics of the Eulerian separation,
Ax =X, —x;, of pairs of particles with initial
Lagrangian separation Aq = q, —q;. The factor F,,
encapsulates the probability that a pair of particles of
separation Aq are in separate halos. The exponential
average (e’®¥)}" is the contribution due to internal

10?
10"

0
< 10

FIG. 10. The minimum variance bound A@,, as a function of the
eigenvalues 1 included, as per Eq. (5.16).
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motions within each virialized halo. The Gaussian pre-
factor 2% (17#")7 describes the contribution from large-
scale longitudinal motions with a%” the variance of the
longitudinal relative displacement. The factor A; and the

complex integral arise from adhesionlike regularization
that aims to capture the formation of pancakes.

APPENDIX B: PRINCIPAL COMPONENT
ANALYSIS—EIGENVALUES OF THE
FISHER MATRIX

Here, we give an example of the Fisher matrix, decorre-
lation matrix, and eigenvalues for the £ = 20 and 6, = 0.2
configuration. The Fisher matrix F,; is given in Table III,
and the decorrelation matrix W is given by Table IV. The
Fisher matrix is related to the decorrelation matrix via
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F = WTAW, where A is the diagonal matrix constructed
from the eigenvalues 4,,

A = 6.869 x 1073,
A3 =2.036 x 1074,

A =5.014 x 1072,

Ay =7.104 x 1075, (B1)

The condition number of the matrix « is particularly large at
9.67 x 10°. The 16 MVB is reconstructed by a weighted
sum over the eigenvalues as per Eq. (5.16),

n 1/2
AO, = (Z Wi,,ﬂ;‘) :

$=1

(B3)

We can check how A6, varies as a function of the number
of eigenvalues included in the analysis. This is shown
in Fig. 10.

[1] T. Clifton, P. G. Ferreira, A. Padilla, and C. Skordis, Phys.
Rep. 513, 1 (2012).
[2] A. Joyce, B. Jain, J. Khoury, and M. Trodden, Phys. Rep.
568, 1 (2015).
[3] P. Brax, Classical Quantum Gravity 30, 214005 (2013).
[4] T. Damour and A. M. Polyakov, Nucl. Phys. B423, 532
(1994).
[5] J. Khoury and A. Weltman, Phys. Rev. Lett. 93, 171104
(2004).
[6] A.I Vainshtein, Phys. Lett. 39B, 393 (1972).
[7]1 P. Brax, A.C. Davis, and B. Li, Phys. Lett. B 715, 38
(2012).
[8] J. Wang, L. Hui and J. Khoury, Phys. Rev. Lett. 109, 241301
(2012).
[9] P. Brax, C. van de Bruck, A. C. Davis, and D. Shaw, Phys.
Rev. D 82, 063519 (2010).
[10] P. Brax, A. C. Davis, B. Li, and H. A. Winther, Phys. Rev. D
86, 044015 (2012).
[11] P. Brax and P. Valageas, Phys. Rev. D 86, 063512 (2012).
[12] P. Brax and P. Valageas, Phys. Rev. D 88, 023527 (2013).
[13] P. Brax and P. Valageas, Phys. Rev. D 90, 023508
(2014).
[14] P. Brax, L. A. Rizzo, and P. Valageas, Phys. Rev. D 92,
043519 (2015).
[15] L. Amendola, M. Kunz, and D. Sapone, J. Cosmol.
Astropart. Phys. 04 (2008) 013.
[16] R. Caldwell, A. Cooray, and A. Melchiorri, Phys. Rev. D 76,
023507 (2007).
[17] J. K. Bloomfield, E. Flanagan, M. Park, and S. Watson, J.
Cosmol. Astropart. Phys. 08 (2013) 010.
[18] P. Creminelli, G. D’Amico, J. Norena, and F. Vernizzi, J.
Cosmol. Astropart. Phys. 02 (2009) 018.
[19] G. Gubitosi, F. Piazza, and F. Vernizzi, J. Cosmol. Astropart.
Phys. 02 (2013) 032; 02 (2013) 032.
[20] B. Hu, M. Raveri, N. Frusciante, and A. Silvestri, Phys. Rev.
D 89, 103530 (2014).

[21] B. Hu, M. Raveri, M. Rizzato, and A. Silvestri, arXiv:
1601.07536.

[22] D. Munshi, G. Pratten, P. Valageas, P. Coles, and P. Brax,
arXiv:1508.00583.

[23] L. Pogosian and A. Silvestri, Phys. Rev. D 77, 023503
(2008); 81, 049901 (2010).

[24] P.A.R. Ade et al. (Planck Collaboration),
1502.01590.

[25] D. Munshi, B. Hu, T. Matsubara, P. Coles, and A. Heavens,
arXiv:1602.00965.

[26] P. Zhang, Phys. Rev. D 73, 123504 (2006).

[27] G. B. Zhao, T. Giannantonio, L. Pogosian, A. Silvestri, D. J.
Bacon, K. Koyama, R. C. Nichol, and Y. S. Song, Phys. Rev.
D 81, 103510 (2010).

[28] Y. S. Song, W. Hu, and I. Sawicki, Phys. Rev. D 75, 044004
(2007).

[29] B. Jain and P. Zhang, Phys. Rev. D 78, 063503 (2008).

[30] T.Y. Lam, T. Nishimichi, F. Schmidt, and M. Takada, Phys.
Rev. Lett. 109, 051301 (2012).

[31] J. Bel, P. Brax, C. Marinoni, and P. Valageas, Phys. Rev. D
91, 103503 (2015).

[32] E. Jennings, C.M. Baugh, B. Li, G.B. Zhao, and K.
Koyama, Mon. Not. R. Astron. Soc. 425, 2128 (2012).

[33] J. Harnois-Draps, D. Munshi, P. Valageas, L. van Waerbeke,
P. Brax, P. Coles, and L. Rizzo, arXiv:1506.06313.

[34] A.F. Heavens, T. D. Kitching, and L. Verde, Mon. Not. R.
Astron. Soc. 380, 1029 (2007).

[35] F. Schmidt, Phys. Rev. D 78, 043002 (2008).

[36] P. Brax, S. Clesse, and A. C. Davis, J. Cosmol. Astropart.
Phys. 01 (2013) 003.

[37] A. Hall, C. Bonvin, and A. Challinor, Phys. Rev. D 87,
064026 (2013).

[38] F. Bernardeau and P. Brax, J. Cosmol. Astropart. Phys. 06
(2011) 019.

[39] H. Gil-Marin, F. Schmidt, W. Hu, R. Jimenez, and L. Verde,
J. Cosmol. Astropart. Phys. 11 (2011) 019.

arXiv:

103524-24


http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.physrep.2012.01.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.physrep.2012.01.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.physrep.2014.12.002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.physrep.2014.12.002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/0264-9381/30/21/214005
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0550-3213(94)90143-0
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0550-3213(94)90143-0
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.93.171104
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.93.171104
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0370-2693(72)90147-5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2012.08.002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2012.08.002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.109.241301
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.109.241301
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.82.063519
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.82.063519
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.86.044015
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.86.044015
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.86.063512
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.88.023527
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.90.023508
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.90.023508
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.92.043519
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.92.043519
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1475-7516/2008/04/013
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1475-7516/2008/04/013
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.76.023507
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.76.023507
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1475-7516/2013/08/010
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1475-7516/2013/08/010
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1475-7516/2009/02/018
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1475-7516/2009/02/018
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1475-7516/2013/02/032
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1475-7516/2013/02/032
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1475-7516/2013/02/032
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.89.103530
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.89.103530
http://arXiv.org/abs/1601.07536
http://arXiv.org/abs/1601.07536
http://arXiv.org/abs/1508.00583
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.77.023503
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.77.023503
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.81.049901
http://arXiv.org/abs/1502.01590
http://arXiv.org/abs/1502.01590
http://arXiv.org/abs/1602.00965
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.73.123504
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.81.103510
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.81.103510
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.75.044004
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.75.044004
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.78.063503
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.109.051301
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.109.051301
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.91.103503
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.91.103503
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2966.2012.21567.x
http://arXiv.org/abs/1506.06313
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2966.2007.12134.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2966.2007.12134.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.78.043002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1475-7516/2013/01/003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1475-7516/2013/01/003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.87.064026
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.87.064026
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1475-7516/2011/06/019
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1475-7516/2011/06/019
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1475-7516/2011/11/019

3D WEAK LENSING: MODIFIED THEORIES OF GRAVITY

[40] D. Munshi, P. Valageas, L. Van Waerbeke, and A. Heavens,
Phys. Rep. 462, 67 (2008).

[41] D.J. Bacon, A. R. Refregier, and R. S. Ellis, Mon. Not. R.
Astron. Soc. 318, 625 (2000).

[42] W. Hu and M. Tegmark, Astrophys. J. 514, L65 (1999).

[43] W. Hu, Astrophys. J. 522, L21 (1999).

[44] W. Hu, Phys. Rev. D 66, 083515 (2002).

[45] M. Takada and B. Jain, Mon. Not. R. Astron. Soc. 348, 897
(2004).

[46] A. Heavens, Mon. Not. R. Astron. Soc. 343, 1327 (2003).

[47] T.D. Kitching et al. (CFHTLenS Collaboration), Mon. Not.
R. Astron. Soc. 442, 1326 (2014).

[48] P.A.R. Ade et al. (Planck Collaboration),
1502.01589.

[49] B. Bertotti, L. Iess, and P. Tortora, Nature (London) 425,
374 (2003).

[50] J. G. Williams, S.G. Turyshev, and D. Boggs, Classical
Quantum Gravity 29, 184004 (2012).

[51] E. Babichev, C. Deffayet, and R. Ziour, Int. J. Mod. Phys. D
18, 2147 (2009).

[52] A. Barreira, P. Brax, S. Clesse, B. Li, and P. Valageas, Phys.
Rev. D 91, 123522 (2015).

[53] K. Hinterbichler and J. Khoury, Phys. Rev. Lett. 104,
231301 (2010).

[54] P. Brax, C. van de Bruck, A. C. Davis, and D. J. Shaw, Phys.
Rev. D 78, 104021 (2008).

[55] K. A. Olive and M. Pospelov, Phys. Rev. D 77, 043524
(2008).

[56] D. Lovelock, J. Math. Phys. (N.Y.) 12, 498 (1971).

[57] D. Lovelock, J. Math. Phys. (N.Y.) 13, 874 (1972).

[58] M. Ostrogradski, Mem. Ac. St. Petersbourg VI, 385 (1850).

[59] H. A. Buchdahl, Mon. Not. R. Astron. Soc. 150, 1 (1970).

[60] A.A. Starobinsky, Phys. Lett. 91B, 99 (1980).

[61] T.P. Sotiriou and V. Faraoni, Rev. Mod. Phys. 82, 451
(2010).

[62] W. Hu and I. Sawicki, Phys. Rev. D 76, 064004 (2007).

[63] L. Lombriser, Ann. Phys. (Amsterdam) 526, 259 (2014).

[64] B. Jain, V. Vikram, and J. Sakstein, Astrophys. J. 779, 39
(2013).

[65] S. Tsujikawa, Phys. Rev. D 76, 023514 (2007).

[66] M. Crocce and R. Scoccimarro, Phys. Rev. D 73, 063519
(2006).

[67] P. Valageas, T. Nishimichi, and A. Taruya, Phys. Rev. D 87,
083522 (2013).

[68] P.G. Castro, A.F. Heavens, and T. D. Kitching, Phys. Rev.
D 72, 023516 (2005).

[69] G. Pratten and D. Munshi, Mon. Not. R. Astron. Soc. 436,
3792 (2013).

[70] G. Pratten and D. Munshi, Mon. Not. R. Astron. Soc. 442,
759 (2014).

[71] A. Lewis and A. Challinor, Phys. Rep. 429, 1 (2006).

[72] A. Stebbins, arXiv:astro-ph/9609149.

arXiv:

PHYSICAL REVIEW D 93, 103524 (2016)

[73] D. Munshi, T. Kitching, A. Heavens, and P. Coles, Mon.
Not. R. Astron. Soc. 416, 629 (2011).

[74] P.J. E. Peebles, The Large Scale Structure of Spacetime
(Princeton University, Princeton, NJ, 1980).

[75] T.D. Kitching, A. N. Taylor, and A.F. Heavens, Mon. Not.
R. Astron. Soc. 389, 173 (2008).

[76] T.D. Kitching and A. F. Heavens, Mon. Not. R. Astron. Soc.
413, 2923 (2011).

[77] M. Baldi, F. Villaescusa-Navarro, M. Viel, E. Puchwein, V.
Springel, and L. Moscardini, Mon. Not. R. Astron. Soc. 440,
75 (2014).

[78] A. Barreira, P. Brax, S. Clesse, B. Li, and P. Valageas, Phys.
Rev. D 91, 063528 (2015).

[79] J. Schaye, C. Dalla Vecchia, C. M. Booth, R. P. C. Wiersma,
T. Theuns, M.R. Haas, S. Bertone, A.R. Duffy, I.G.
McCarthy, and F. van de Voort, Mon. Not. R. Astron.
Soc. 402, 1536 (2010).

[80] F. De Bernardis, T.D. Kitching, A. Heavens, and A.
Melchiorri, Phys. Rev. D 80, 123509 (2009).

[81] T.D. Kitching, A.F. Heavens, L. Verde, P. Serra, and A.
Melchiorri, Phys. Rev. D 77, 103008 (2008).

[82] J. Dossett, B. Hu, and D. Parkinson, J. Cosmol. Astropart.
Phys. 03 (2014) 046.

[83] K. Yamamoto, G. Nakamura, G. Hutsi, T. Narikawa, and T.
Sato, Phys. Rev. D 81, 103517 (2010).

[84] A. Terukina, L. Lombriser, K. Yamamoto, D. Bacon, K.
Koyama, and R. C. Nichol, J. Cosmol. Astropart. Phys. 04
(2014) 013.

[85] T.L. Smith, arXiv:0907.4829.

[86] A. Hojjati, A. Plahn, A. Zucca, L. Pogosian, P. Brax, A. C.
Davis, and G. B. Zhao, arXiv:1511.05962.

[87] F. Lanusse, A. Rassat, and J.-L. Starck, Astron. Astrophys.
578, A10 (2015).

[88] A. Nicola, A. Refregier, A. Amara, and A. Paranjape, Phys.
Rev. D 90, 063515 (2014).

[89] M. Tegmark, A. Taylor, and A. Heavens, Astrophys. J. 480,
22 (1997).

[90] M. Tegmark, Phys. Rev. Lett. 79, 3806 (1997).

[91] S. Camera, T.D. Kitching, A.F. Heavens, D. Bertacca,
and A. Diaferio, Mon. Not. R. Astron. Soc. 415, 399
(2011).

[92] T.D. Kitching, A.F. Heavens, and S. Das, Mon. Not. R.
Astron. Soc. 449, 2205 (2015).

[93] D. Munshi, A. Heavens, and P. Coles, Mon. Not. R. Astron.
Soc. 411, 2161 (2011).

[94] G. Efstathiou and J. R. Bond, Mon. Not. R. Astron. Soc.
304, 75 (1999).

[95] G. Efstathiou, Mon. Not. R. Astron. Soc. 332, 193 (2002).

[96] D. Munshi and M. Kilbinger, Astron. Astrophys. 452, 63
(20006).

[97] A.].S. Hamilton and M. Tegmark, Mon. Not. R. Astron.
Soc. 312, 285 (2000).

103524-25


http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.physrep.2008.02.003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1046/j.1365-8711.2000.03851.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1046/j.1365-8711.2000.03851.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/311947
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/312210
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.66.083515
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2966.2004.07410.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2966.2004.07410.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1046/j.1365-8711.2003.06780.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stu934
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stu934
http://arXiv.org/abs/1502.01589
http://arXiv.org/abs/1502.01589
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/nature01997
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/nature01997
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/0264-9381/29/18/184004
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/0264-9381/29/18/184004
http://dx.doi.org/10.1142/S0218271809016107
http://dx.doi.org/10.1142/S0218271809016107
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.91.123522
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.91.123522
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.104.231301
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.104.231301
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.78.104021
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.78.104021
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.77.043524
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.77.043524
http://dx.doi.org/10.1063/1.1665613
http://dx.doi.org/10.1063/1.1666069
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/mnras/150.1.1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0370-2693(80)90670-X
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/RevModPhys.82.451
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/RevModPhys.82.451
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.76.064004
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/andp.201400058
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/0004-637X/779/1/39
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/0004-637X/779/1/39
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.76.023514
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.73.063519
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.73.063519
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.87.083522
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.87.083522
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.72.023516
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.72.023516
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stt1854
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stt1854
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stu807
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stu807
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.physrep.2006.03.002
http://arXiv.org/abs/astro-ph/9609149
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2966.2008.13419.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2966.2008.13419.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2966.2011.18369.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2966.2011.18369.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stu259
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stu259
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.91.063528
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.91.063528
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2966.2009.16029.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2966.2009.16029.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.80.123509
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.77.103008
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1475-7516/2014/03/046
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1475-7516/2014/03/046
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.81.103517
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1475-7516/2014/04/013
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1475-7516/2014/04/013
http://arXiv.org/abs/0907.4829
http://arXiv.org/abs/1511.05962
http://dx.doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/201424456
http://dx.doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/201424456
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.90.063515
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.90.063515
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/303939
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/303939
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.79.3806
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2966.2011.18712.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2966.2011.18712.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stv193
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stv193
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2966.2010.17769.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2966.2010.17769.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1046/j.1365-8711.1999.02274.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1046/j.1365-8711.1999.02274.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1046/j.1365-8711.2002.05315.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361:20054586
http://dx.doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361:20054586
http://dx.doi.org/10.1046/j.1365-8711.2000.03074.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1046/j.1365-8711.2000.03074.x

