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ABSTRACT

Context. The emergence of several unexpected large-scale featuthg icosmic microwave background (CMB) has pointed to
possible new physics driving the origin of density fluctaas in the early Universe and their evolution into the lasgale structure
we see today.

Aims. In this paper, we focus our attention on the possible absehaagular correlation in the CMB anisotropies at anglegdar
than~ 60°, and consider whether this feature may be the signatureafifitions expected in thg, = ct Universe.

Methods. We calculate the CMB angular correlation function for a flatton spectrum expected from growth in a Universe whose
dynamics is constrained by the equation-of-state —p/3, wherep andp are the total pressure and density, respectively.

Results. We find that, though the disparity between the predictiona@DM and the WMAP sky may be due to cosmic variance,
it may also be due to an absence of inflation. The classic tronzoblem does not exist in tH& = ct Universe, so a period of
exponential growth was not necessary in this cosmology dieroto account for the general uniformity of the CMB (save tfue
aforementioned tiny fluctuations of 1 part in 100,000 in thBIXP relic signal).

Conclusions. We show that th&, = ct Universe without inflation can account for the apparent absén CMB angular correlation at
anglesy 2 60° without invoking cosmic variance, providing additional tiwation for pursuing this cosmology as a viable descriptio
of nature.

Key words. cosmic microwave background — cosmological parametersmalogy: observations — cosmology: theory — cosmology:
dark matter — gravitation

1. Introduction primordial fluctuations in energy density. The temperaflue-

. . . L (%L%ations in the CMB, emerging several hundred thousandsyear
The high signal-to-noise maps of the cosmic microwave backer the big bang, are thought to be associated with the- high
ground (CMB) anisotropies, particularly those producedt® e qshift precursors of the fluctuations that generatedakaxies
Wilkinson Microwave Anisotropy Probe (WMAP; Bennett el cjysters we see today. Therefore, an absence of camslat
al. 2003; Spergel et al. 2003) and, more recently,Algnck iy the CMB anisotropies may hint at required modifications to
_(Planck Collabora’qon XV 2Q13), have revolutionized ouit-ab i« standard modeNCDM), or possibly even new physics, each
ity to probe the Universe on its largest scales. In the néaréy ot hich may alter our view of how thé Universe came into exis-

even higher resolution temperature maps and high-reealpb- ace and how it evolved from its earliest moments to theames
larization maps, perhaps also tomographic 21-cm obsenati giate

will extend our knowledge of the Universe’s spacetime asd it ) ) ) ]
fluctuations to a deeper level, possibly probing beyond tme s~ Our focus in this paper will be the possible absence of an-
face of last scattering. gular correlation in the CMB at angles larger thar60°. This

Yet the emergence of greater detail in these all-sky maps {§&ture may be anomalous because the absence of any angular
revealed several possible unexpected features on largessc&Crrelation at the largest scales would be at odds with tha-in
some of which were first reported by the Cosmic Backgrouf{gnary paradigm (Guth 1981; Linde 1982). But without infla-
Explorer (COBE) Diferential Microwave Radiometer (DMR) tion, ACDM simply could not account for the apparent unlfo_r—
collaboration (Wright et al. 1996). These include an apipvarem'ty of the CM_B (other than flugtugnons at the level of 1 part i _
alignment of the largest modes of CMB anisotropy, as well 490,000 seen in the WMAP relic signal) across the sky. THus, i
unusually low angular correlations on the largest scales. variance is not the cause of the apparent disparity, thelaten

Though viewed as significant anomalies at first (Spergel réllodel of cosmology would be caught between contradictory ob

al. 2003), these unexpected features may now be explained@¥/ational constraints.
possibly being due to cosmic variance within the standardeho  In this paper, we will therefore explore the possibility tha
(Bennett et al. 2013). However, they may also be interestitty these possible CMB anomalies might be understood within the
important for several reasons. Chief among them is the widedontext of the recently introduced®, = ct Universe. This cos-
held view that the large-scale structure in the presenté&is& mology is motivated by a strict adherence to the requirement
developed via the process of gravitational instabilitynfriny  of the Cosmological Principle and the Weyl postulate, whazh
gether suggest that the Universe must be expanding at a con-
Send offprint requests to: F. Melia stant rate. Additional theoretical support for this cosabn
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Robertson-Walker (FRW) metric is apparently only valid &or The principal diference betweeACDM andR; = ct is how
perfect fluid with zero active mass, i.e., wigh-3p = 0, interms they handleo and p. In the R, = ct cosmology, the fact that

of the total energy densigyand pressurp (Melia 2013b); thisis a(t) « t requires that the total pressupebe given agp = —p/3

the equation-of-state that gives rise to Be= ct condition. We (and, as we have already noted, it now appears that the FRW
recently showed that the horizon problem, so evide?d@DM, metric is only valid when the active mgss- 3p is exactly zero).
actually does not exist in th&, = ct Universe (Melia 2013a), so The consequence of this is that quantities such as the lwityno
inflation is not required to bring the CMB into thermal edlili distance and the redshift dependence of the Hubble cortdtant
rium following the big bang. Th&, = ct Universe without infla- take on very simple, analytical forms. Though we won'’t neces
tion should therefore provide a meaningful alternativa @M  sarily need to use these here, we quote them for reference. In
for the purpose of interpreting the CMB angular correlagion R, = ct, the luminosity distance is

2. The R, = ct Universe d. = Ra(to)(1 +2)In(L+ 2) , )

The R, = ct cosmology is still at an early stage of develop‘::md
ment and, given that its origin and structure may not yet bié we{(z) = Hy(1 + 2) 2)
known, we will begin by describing its principal featurefiefe
are several ways of looking at the expansion of the Universgherez is the redshiftR, = c¢/H, andHp is the value of the
One is to guess its constituents and their equation of state dlubble constant today. These relations are clearly vegyagit
then solve the dynamics equations to determine the expangioa proper examination of other cosmological observafiand
rate as a function of time. This is the approach takenB&YppM. we are in the process of applying them accordingly. For exam-
The second is to use symmetry arguments and our knowlege, we have recently demonstrated that the model-indegpend
of the properties of a gravitational horizon in general tieta cosmic chronometer data (see, e.g., Moresco et al. 2012 are
ity (GR) to determine the spacetime curvature, and thereey tbetter match tdR, = ct (using Eq. 2), than the concordance,
expansion rate, strictly from just the value of the totalrgge best-fitACDM model (see Melia & Maier 2013). The same ap-
densityp and the implied geometry, without necessarily havinglies to the gamma-ray burst Hubble diagram (Wei et al. 2013)
to worry about the specifics of the constituents that makénept  Inthe end, regardless of hadCDM or R, = ct handlep and
density itself. This is the approach adoptediay= ct. The con- p, they must both account for the same cosmological dataeTher
stituents of the Universe must then partition themselvesialh a is growing evidence that, with its empirical approagtGDM
way as to satisfy that expansion rate. In other words, wh&t maan function as a reasonable approximatiof{o= ct in some
ters isp and the overall equation of stape= wp, in terms of restricted redshift ranges, but apparently does poorlythiers
the total pressure and total energy densify. In ACDM, one (such as the topic under consideration in this paper). Famex
assumep = pm+ pr + pde, i-€., that the principal constituents areple, in using the ansajz= pm + pr + pde t0 fit the data, one finds
matter, radiation, and an unknown dark energy, and thersimfe thattheACDM parameters must have quite specific values, such
from the equations of state assigned to each of these agar#it asQm = pm/pc = 0.27 andwge = —1, wherep. is the critical
In R, = ct, it is the aforementioned symmetries and other condensity andwge is the equation-of-state parameter for dark en-
straints from GR that uniquely fiw. ergy. This is quite telling because with these paramedZHHM
TheR;, = ct Universe is an FRW cosmology in which Weyl'sthen require®(tp) = cto today. That is, the best-fkCDM pa-
postulate takes on a more important role than has been eonsineters describe a universal expansion equal to what itdvou
ered before (Melia & Shevchuk 2012). There is no modificdtave been wittR, = ct all along. Other indicators support the
tion to GR, and the Cosmological principle is adopted from thview that usingACDM to fit the data therefore produces a cos-
start, just like any other FRW cosmology. However, Weyl'spo mology almost (but not entirely) identical B, = ct (see Melia
tulate adds a very important ingredient. Most workers agsurf013c).
that Weyl's postulate is already incorporated into all FRWtm For example, by allowing each of its constituents (matter,
rics, but actually it is only partially incorporated. Sirgtated, radiation, and dark energy) to vary according to their agsim
Weyl's postulate says that any proper distaR¢®@ must be the dependencies ca(t), without the global restriction th&, must
product of a universal expansion factit) and an unchanging be equal tact for all t, the value o, predicted byACDM fluc-
co-moving radiug, such thatR(t) = a(t)r. The conventional tuates about the mean it would otherwise always have if the co
way of writing an FRW metric adopts this coordinate defimtio straintR, = ct were imposed from the start. SoCDM finds
along with the cosmic timé, which is actually the observer'sitself in this awkward situation in which the value Bi(to) to-
proper time at hier location. But what is often overlooked isday is forced to equatty, but in order to achieve this “coinci-
the fact that the gravitational radiug,, which has the same def-dence,” the Universe had to decelerate early on, followed by
inition as the Schwarzschild radius, and actually coingid@h more recent acceleration that exactly balanced outftieets of
the better known Hubble radius, is in fact itself a propetatise its slowing down at the beginning. As shown in (Melia 2013a),
too (see also Melia and Abdelgader 2009). And when one fordegs specifically this early deceleration WCDM that brings it
this radius to comply with Weyl's postulate, there is onlyeoninto conflict with the near uniformity of the CMB data, regoi
possible choice foa(t), i.e.,a(t) = (t/to), wheretg is the current the introduction of an inflationary phase to rescue it.
age of the Universe. This also leads to the result that thé-gra  This important diference betweehCDM and R, = ct
tational radius must be receding from us at spgeshich is in means that fluctuation growth was driven to all scales in dine f
fact how the Hubble radius was defined in the first place, everer cosmology, meaning that we should now see an angular cor-
before it was recognized as another manifestation of thei-grarelation at all angles across the sky. However, siR¢ce ct was
tational horizon. Those familiar with black-hole spacedsral- not subject to this early exponential growth, its fluctuasion
ready know that a free-falling observer sees the event tiwrizzhe CMB were limited in size by the gravitational horizonla t
approaching them at speedso this property oR, = ct is not time of recombination. We will show below that this limit tdts
surprising in the context of GR. in an absence of angular correlation at angles greater thaut a
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60°, which is what the data seem to suggest. This property ditributions of the gravitational potential and intrarster gas,
R, = ct also correctly accounts for the locati@hy, of the min- neither of which is necessarily isotropic or homogeneous on
imum in the angular correlation functi@@(cosf) and its value, small spatial scales. Astrophysical processes followeapm-
C(coshmin), at that angle. bination therefore imprint their own (secondary) signasuon
the CMB temperature anisotropies. Examples of secondary pr
. ] cesses include: the thermal and kinetic Sunyaev-Zeldaefich
3. The Angular Correlation Function of the CMB fects (Sunyaev & Zeldovich 1980), due to inverse Comptot sca

Assuming that the statistical distributions of matter aretrin  ing by, respectively, thermal electrons in clusterseladtrons |
fluctuations about the background metric are isotropicCti ~ MOVing in bulk with their galaxies relative to the CMB *rest
temperature seen in directidnis predicted to be described byf@me; the integrated Sachs-Wolféeet, induced by the time
a Gaussian random field on the sky, implying that we can eyariation ofg_rawtatlonal potent|als,_ and its non-lineatension,
pand it in terms of spherical harmoni¥(R), using indepen- e Rees-Sciamafect (Rees & Sciama 1968); and the deflec-
dent Gaussian random d@eientsa,, of zero mean. The two- tioN of CMB light by gravitational lensing. Theséects are ex-
point correlation (for directiond; andf,) becomes a function pected to produce observable temperature fluctuationsezeh |

5 .
of cosd = Ay - A, only and can be expanded in terms of Legendf@ 0rderAT/T ~ 10> on arc-minute scales (though the Rees-
Sciama €fect typically generates much smaller fluctuations with

polynomials: AT/T ~ 10°8).
ey A 1 Insofar as understanding the global dynamics of the Unévers
C(cost) = (T(M)T(A2)) = A Z(2| + 1)CiPi(cosp) . (3) is concerned, there are several reasons why we can find good
! value in utilizing the angular correlation functi@{cosg). This
Statistical independence implies that is not to say that the power spectrum (represented by thef set o
C/'s) is itself not probative. On the contrary, the past foréays
@@y ) o o omnT (4) have shown that a meaningful comparison can now be made

between theory and observations through an evaluatione-or d
termination, of the multipole powers. But previous studiase
also shown that variations caused bffelient cosmological pa-

and statistical isotropy further requires that the cortstéupro-
portionality depend only oh notm:

s any = C S Smnt 5) rameters are not orthogonal, in the sense that somewhdasimi
im¥rm) Ll ®) sets ofCy’s can be found for dferent parameter choices (Scott
The constant et al. 1995).

1 A principal reason for this is that the two-point angular
C = 1 Z layml? (6) power spectrum_emphasizes smal_l scales (typically), m_ak-
14 ing it a useful diagnostic for physics at the last scattesng

) , face. A comparison between theory and observation on these
is the angular power of the multipole _ __small scales permits the precise determination of fund#ahen
To properly calculate the CMB angular correlation function,ssmo|ogical parameters, given an assumed cosmologiciimo
one must first navigate through a complex array of processggita et al. 2009). The two-point angular correlation fiioe
generating the incipient fluctuationp in density, followed by 8 ¢ ¢osp) contains the same information as the angular power
comparably daunting collection of astrophysicfieets, all sub- spectrum, but highlights behavior at large angles (i.ealval-

sumed together into multiplicative factors known as “tf@ns e ofl), the opposite of the two-point angular power spectrum.
functions,” that relate the power spectri#(x) of the gravita- therefore, the angular correlation function provides adbéest
tional potential resulting frondp to the output CMB tempera- ¢ dynamical models driving the universal expansion.

ture fluctuation\T. A detailed calculation of this kind can take For these reasons, we suggest that a comparison between the
weeks or even months to complete, even on advanced CompHQEulatedC(cose) and the observations may provide a more
platforms. stringent test of the assumed cosmology. The microphysfeal

. Fluctu_ationshproducid pri<()jr to ?ecpuplinghleacdl\;tl%“prirﬁaryf cts responsible for the highmultipoles, featured most promi-
anisotropies, whereas those developing as the Prop8i9alantly in the power spectrum, are more likely to be generi to

from the surface of last scattering to the observer are “S8t . : : :
. e “Hfoad range of expansion scenarios. B@tosd), which high-
ondary.” The former include temperature variations asgedi J P ) g

: : . .lights the largest scale fluctuations, yields great&edéntiation
with photon propagation through fluctuations of the metri hen it comes to the overall dynamics. A more complete dis-

Known as the Sachs-Wolfeffect (Sachs & Wolfe 1967), this ¢ sqjon of the benefits of the angular power spectrum vensus t
process produces fluctuations in temperature given rowaghly angular correlation function, and vice versa, is provide@opi

AT  1A® et al. (2013), and many other references cited therein.
— 7

T 3¢’ Q)
where A® is a fluctuation in the gravitational potential. The4, Angular Correlation Function of the CMB in
Sachs-Wolfe ffect is dominant on large scales (i@ 1°). ACDM

Prior to decoupling, the plasma is also susceptible to acous
tic oscillations. The density variations associated widhlmpres- Let us now consider the predicted functiG(coss) in the con-
sion and rarefaction produce baryon fluctuations resuiting text of ACDM and its comparison to the WMAP sky. A crucial
prominent acoustic peak seenl at 200 in the power spectrum. ingredient of the standard model is cosmological inflatien—
Processes such as this, which depend sensitively on the-midirief phase of very rapid expansion from approximately>10
physics, are therefore dominant on small scales, typiéatiyi°. seconds to 1¢? seconds following the big bang, forcing the

Once the photons decouple from the baryons, the CMBiiverse to expand much more rapidly than would otherwise
must propagate through a large scale structure with compleave been feasible solely under the influence of matteqtiadi,
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and dark energy, carrying causally connected regions lieyen A subsequent application of this measure on the WMAP 5 year
horizon each would have had in the absence of this temporamgps (Copi et al. 2009) revealed that orly0.03% of ACDM
acceleration. INCDM without this exponential expansion, redmodel CMB skies have lower values 8f,, than that of the ob-
gions on opposite sides of the sky would not have hdficsent served WMAP sky. But we may simply be dealing with fore-
time to equilibrate before producing the CMBtat~ 380,000 ground subtraction issues. The final (9-year) analysis ef th
years after the big bang (see Melia 2013a for a detailed expl@MAP data suggests that thel@irence between theory and ob-
nation and a comparison between various FRW cosmologiesgrvation is probably smaller and may fall within the & error
Therefore, the predictions &fCDM would be in direct conflict region associated with cosmic variance (Bennett et al. 013
with the observed uniformity of the microwave backgrourdi+a There are indications, however, that thé&eliences between
ation, which has the same temperature everywhere, savedortheory and observations may be due to more than just random-
aforementioned fluctuations at the level of one part in 100,0ness. For example, the observed angular correlation fumbts
seen in WMAP’s measured relic signal. a well defined shape, with a minimum-at50°, and a relatively

This required inflationary expansion drives the growth afmooth curve on either side of this turning point. One migiveh
fluctuations on all scales and predicts an angular coroglatf expected the data points to not line up as they do within the
all angles. However, as pointed out by Copi et al. (2013) &irth variance window if stochastic processes were solely to blam
detailed analysis of both the WMAP aiflanck data, there has Moreover, one cannot ignore the fact that the observed angul
always been an indication (even from the ol@&@BE-DMRob- correlation goes to zero beyord60°. Variance could have re-
servations; Hinshaw et al. 1996) that the two-point angotar  sulted in a function with a dierent slope than that predicted by
relation function nearly vanishes on scales greater thant&@d® ACDM, but it seems unlikely that this randomly generatedalop
degrees, contrary to whatCDM predicts (see figure 1). Fromwould be close to zero abowe60°.
this figure, one may also come away with the impression that The recenPlanck results also confirm that th®,, statistic
there are significant fferences between the predicted and olis very low. In their analysis, Copi et al. (2013) find that the
served angular correlation function at angles smaller @fatle- probability of the observed cut-si&,, statistic in an ensemble
gree, but because theflidirent angular bins are correlated, thef realizations of the best-fittingg CDM model never exceeds
deviation between the two curves is not as statisticallypifiig 0.33% for any of the analyzed combinations of maps and masks.
cant as it appears. In fact, cosmic variance from the thigatet This trend has remained intact since the release of the WMAP 3
curve (indicated by the shaded region) can essentiallywaxtcoyear data. The apparent lack of temperature correlatioterge
for most of the disparity at these smaller angles. angular scales is robust and increases in statisticalfgignce
as the quality of the instrumentation improves, suggestiag
instrumental issues are not the cause.

If it turns out that the absence of large-angle correlat®on i
real, and not due to cosmic variance, this may be the most sig-
nificant result of the WMAP mission, because it essentially i
validates any role that inflation might have played in the-uni
versal expansion. Our principal goal in this paper is trenesto
examine whether th&, = ct Universe—a cosmology without
inflation—can account for the lack of temperature correlei
on large angular scales without invoking cosmic variance.

400 T

200 [~

C(cos 0)
o

5. Angular Correlation of the CMB in the R, = ct
Universe

Since theR, = ct Universe did not undergo a period of inflated
expansion, it is not subject to the observational restrictiis-
cussed above. Defining the density contéast dp/p in terms
of the density fluctuatiodp and unperturbed density we can
form the wavelike decomposition

-200 —

-400 TR T T SN SN ST Y NSO SRS A SO SR
0 45 90 135 180

0 (degrees) 6= Z@(t)eik'r ) 9)

Fig. 1. Angular correlation function of the best-NiCDM model

and that inferred from thBlanck SMICA full-sky map (Planck where the Fourier componeéit depends only on cosmic time
Collaboration XV 2013) on large angular scales. The shaded t, andk andr are the co-moving wavevector and radius, respec-
gion is the one-sigma cosmic variance interval. (This figare tively. In Melia & Shevchuk (2012), we derived the dynamical

adapted from Copi et al. 2013) equation fors, in the R, = ct Universe and showed that in the
linear regime
A quantitative measure of theftBrences between the ob-. 3. 1 .,/k\2
served angular correlation function and that predicted 6pM 0« + 70« = §C2( ) Ok (10)

is the so-calledS;,, statistic introduced by the WMAP team
(Spergel et al. 2003): The way perturbation growth is handled Ry = ct, lead-
ing to Equation (10), is somewhatféirent fromACDM, so we
/2 5 will take a moment to briefly describe the origin of this exgpre
Si2= fl IC(cos)I” d(cosp) - (8) sion. As we discussed in the introduction, the chiefedence
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betweenACDM andR, = ct is that one must guess the consarily start with the relativistic growth equation (numéerd1
stituents ofp in the former, assign an individual equation ofn Melia & Shevchuk 2012), which correctly incorporatesdll
state to each, and then solve the growth equation derived fioe contributions fronp and p. This equation is ultimately de-
each of these components separately. This is how one handiesd from Einstein’s field equations using the perfecteftigirm

a situation in which the various species do not necessaéy f of the stress-energy tensor, written in terms of the jotatd to-
each other’s pressure, though they do feel the gravitdtiona tal p, but without specifying the sub-partitioning of the densit
fluence from the total density. The coupled equations of growand pressure among the various constituents. With thisapjr
for the various components can be quite complex, so one typere is only one growth equation.

ically approximates the equations by expressions thatlifgtgth On occasion, it is also necessary to use the relativistiwtro
the dominant species in any given era. For example, befere eguation inACDM. But there, one typically chooses a regime
combination, the baryon and photon components must betteaivhere a single constituent is dominant, say during the matte
as a single fluid, since they are coupled by frequent intenagt dominated era, and then one assumes ghiatessentially just
in an optically-thick environment. During this periodCDM the density due to matter (for which alpox 0). But in general,
assumes that “dark energy” is smooth on scales corresppndince the pressure appearing in the stress-energy tentioe is
to the fluctuation growth, and treats the baryon-photon fsd total pressure, one cannot mix and matcfiedlent components
a single perturbed entity with the pressure of radiation and that may or may not “feel” each other’s influence (as desdribe
overall energy density corresponding to their sum. Onceahe above). So in fact using the relativistically correct growgua-
diation decouples from the luminous matter, all four cdostits tion is difficult in ACDM, unless one can make suitable approx-
(including dark matter) must be handled separately, thaoghimations in a given regime.

a simplified approach one may ignore the radiation, which be- In R, = ct, on the other hand, the total pressure is always
comes sub-dominant at later times. —p/3, so the key question is whether all of the constituents par-
The situation iR, = ct is quite diferent for several reasons.ticipate in the perturbation growth, or whether only somthem

First of all, the overall equation of state in this cosmolagy do. There is ho doubt that the baryons and photons are coupled

not forced on the system by the constituents; it is the ottesr wprior to recombination. INCDM, one assumes that dark en-
around. The symmetries implied by the Cosmological Priecipergy is coupled only weakly, acting as a smooth background. |
and Weyl's postulate together, through the applicatiorasfegal R, = ct, dark energy cannot be a cosmological constant. One
relativity, only permit a constant expansion rate, whichame therefore assumes that during the early fluctuation groeuth,
that p = —p/3. The expansion rate depends on the total earything is coupled strongly in order to maintain the regdir
ergy density, but not on the partitioning among the various-c total pressure-p/3.

stituents. Instead, the constituents must partition tkedves in In short, there is one assumption made in each cosmology.
such a way as to always guarantee that this overall equationm ACDM, dark energy is a cosmological constant that remains
state is maintained during the expansion. smooth while the the baryon-photon fluid is perturbed atyearl
times. InR, = ct, dark energy cannot be a cosmological con-
stant, and everything is coupled strongly at early timeshso
perturbation &ects the total energy densjty One must always
use the correct relativistic growth equation, which inesd as

a source of gravity.

In the end, this equation simplifies considerably because th
active mass iR, = ct is proportional tqp + 3p = 0, and there-
fore the gravitational term normally appearing in the stadd
model is absent. But this does not mean tfiatannot grow.
Instead, becauge< 0, the (usually dissipative) pressure termon
the right-hand-side here becomes an agent of growth. Mereov
there is no Jeans length scale. In its place is the grawvitaitia-
dius, which we can see most easily by recasting thfeintial
equation in the form

3. 1A?

S+ =6, — ==%5,=0, 11
1% 3% (11)

400 T

200 [~

C(cos 0)
o

-200 —

-400 TR R T T S I S SRS SO SO R AK = — . (12)
0 45 90 135 180 1

0 (degrees) Note, in particular, that both the gravitational radRysand the

fluctuation scalel vary witht in exactly the same way, s is

Fig.2. Angular correlation function of the CMB in thig, = ct L
Universe, forb = 3 andto/te = 5 x 10° (see text). Thelanck th_e_refore a constant in time. But the growth ratesptlepends
it ally on whetherl is less than or greater thanR,.

data are the same as those shown in figure 1. The shaded reﬁf he fact thatR, = ct does not have a Jeans length is itself

Is the one-sigma cosmic variance interval. quite relevant to understanding the observed lack of arlg siea
pendence in the measured matter correlation function (Wats
And since the pressure is therefore a non-negligible fractial. 2011). As one can see from the general form of the dynami-
of p at all times, one cannot use the equations of growth derivedl equation fos, (Melia & Shevchuk 2012), only a cosmology
from Newtonian theory (commonly employedACDM), since with p = —p/3 has this feature. In every other case, both the
p itself acts a source of curvature. One must therefore necpsessure and gravitational terms are present in Eq. (10xhwh
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always produces a Jeans scale. For examp&)DM predicts either linearly or non-linearly, prior to recombinatioredid this
different functional forms for the matter correlation functem we can answer rather straightforwardly.
different spatial scales, and is therefore not consistent Wwight  Egs. (16) and (17) suggest that—without inflation—the max-

observed matter distribution. imum fluctuation size at any given tini@vasAmax(t) ~ 27Ru(t).
A simple solution to Eq. (11) is the power law In the R, = ct Universe, the comoving distance to the last scat-

tering surface (at timg) is

6x(t) = 6, (Ot , (13) t
0 / t
where evidently e = Clp 7" ctoIn (t_o) . (29)
te €
@+ 2a - EAf =0, (14) Therefore, the maximum angular sigax of any fluctuation as-
3 sociated with the CMB emitted &thas to be
so that . Amax(te) 20)
max — )
a=-1x \1+A%/3. (15) Re(te)
) ) ~ where
Thus, for small fluctuationsi(<< 2xR;), the growing mode is
_ _ fo) _ b

5 ~ 6K(0)tAK/‘/§ ’ (16) Re(te) = a(te)re = a(te)cto In (te) = cteIn (te) (22)

whereas for large fluctuations ¢& 27R;), the dominant mode  is the proper distance to the last scattering surface atiméat
is,
Sc ~ 6(0) (17)
2n
does not even grow. For both small and large fluctuations, tfreax ~ In(to/te)

second mode decays away.

(22)

Thus, if we naively adopt the timeg = 137 Gyr andt, ~
380,000 yrs from the standard model, we find thatx ~ 34°.

As we shall see, it is the existence of this limit, more thap an
other aspect of the CMB anisotropies in tRg = ct Universe,
that accounts for the shape of the observed angular coorelat
1 function in figure 1.

- Since we are here beginning to identify specific values for
. the age of the Universg, and the recombination tintg both of

A which impact observables, such@agy, it is important to remind
ourselves that the concordance values ofABDM parameters
render the expansion history in the standard model so sitila
that in R, = ct that today we measur,(ty) ~ ctp. In other
words, the age of the concordant€DM Universe is virtually
identical to that of théz, = ct Universe, so usinty = 13.7 Gyr
for these estimates is quite reasonable.

Insofar as the radiation iR, = ct is concerned, its tempera-
ture increases inversely wit{t), as it does imMCDM, so there is
little difference in the radiation fields within these two cosmolo-
gies. What does éer is the dark-energy content and its equation

of state. INACDM, one typically makes the simplest assumption,

400 oo L b L L . K

0 45 20 135 180 which is that dark energy is a cosmological constant andether
0 (degrees) fore becomes less importantas> 0. In R, = ct, on the other
hand, all that matters is that the constituents togethet ours
Fig.3. Angular correlation function of the CMB in thi&, = ct  tribute an overall equation of stape= —p/3, SO any components
Universe, forb = 3 andto/te = 5x 10°, together with the best-fit other than matter and radiation have a stronger dependence o
ACDM model, compared with thelanck data. a(t) (and therefore) than they do imCDM. However, the radi-
ation will still have the same temperature at a given valus(Df

s it does iMACDM. This suggests that the range over whigch

A quick inspection of the growth rate implied by Eq. (16) - . o
reveals that the fluctuation spectrum must have enteredatiie nﬁ”" fallin R, = ctis probably not far from 38®00 yrs. Below,

linear regime well before recombination (which presumasy we will consider the impact o@(cosf) from_changes to the ratio
curred at, ~ 10°~1 years). Therefore, without carrying out atO/ te ovre]_r the range X 1Q4h_ 5X d106 _(seehflgll(Jre 4)|' f th
detailed simulation of the fluctuation growth at early timiess h In this pap(?k;,l V\;e Wr'f tr? identify the .ehy elements O_It €
not possible to extract the power spectrum theory responsible for the shape@(tosf), without necessarily
getting lost in the details of the complex treatment allutienh
P() = (5% (18) $3above, so we will take a simplified approach used qufece
tively in other applications (Efstathiou 1990). For exaeple
unambiguously. Fortunately, this is not the key physicgtéuali- will ignore the transfer function, and consider only the I8ac
ent we are seeking. Instead, the central question is “Wtheis Wolfe effect, since previous work has shown that this is dom-
maximum range over which the fluctuations would have growmant on scales larger than 1°. From a practical standpoint,

400 T

200 [~

Planck Data /-

C(cos 0)
o

-200 —
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this approximation fiects the shape @(cosd) closestt@® = 0 length, fluctuations can in principle grow on all scales. ldeer,

in figure 1, but that's not where the most interesting compathis equation also shows that what matters most is the ratio o
son with the data will be made. We will also adopt a heuristithe fluctuation lengthl to the gravitational radiuB,(t) at time
Newtonian argument to establish the scale-dependencéasof thThe solution to this equation shows that only fluctuatioit w

effect, noting that A < 27R, will grow, and that those modes that grow, will grow
GAM rapidly, given their strong dependencetdsee Eq. 16).
AD ~ , (23) The most important result we get from this analysis is that
1 fluctuations will grow quickly in amplitude until they get the
where size ZtRy(t), and then the growth stops. WCDM, on the other
4 hand, growth continues due to inflation. The simple parazeetr
AM = _”5p,13 ) (24) tionin Eq. (27) incorporates these essentitg@s: first, the ini-
3 tial seed spectrum is assumed to be scale-free, which mieains t
Thus, from Eq. (7), we see that P(x) ~ k. Since the growth rate depends critically on the ra-
tio Ry/ A, one would expedP(x) to be dominated by the smaller
AT ~ Sp22 (25) wavelengths (i.e., the largeils), and be altered more and more

for increasing wavelengths (i.e., smalli€s). Thus, for large,
P(x) should still go roughly ag. However, for smallek, the

But the variance in density over a particular comoving sdate : ,
y P g growth rate decreases with decreasingo one would expect

given as e . X
a greater and greater depletion in power with decreasifitne
5p 2 x~1/1 . second term in Eq. (27) represents thiget.
(F) fo P(x")d*«’ (26) Having said this, the key physical element most responsible
A

for the shape of the angular correlation function is theorigfit,,
(Efstathiou 1990). Not knowing the exact form of the powesince this determines the size of the gravitational horRet)

spectrum emerging from the non-linear growth prior to reconfom which one determines the maximum angjgy of the fluc-
bination, we will parametrize it as follows, tuations. Theb in the parametrization of Eq. (27}facts the lo-

cation of the minimum in (and value of)(cosd), but not qual-
2r \? 1 itatively, as exhibited by the variations shown in figure Bcg
P(k) ok = b R(t)) © (27)  the results are only weakly dependenttprthe parametrization
in Eq. (27) does not appear to be overly influencing our result
where the (unknown) constalnis expected to be O(1). It is not difficult to see from Eqgs. (26) and (27) tht is
therefore given as

400 L | L L L L

T
!

5p ~ 712 (1-be?) (28)

T
!

T
!

where the definition of is analogous to that @, in Eq. (20).
200 - - Thus, the amplitude of the Sachs-Wolfe temperature fluictngt
follows the very simple form

T
!

T
!

g ~(1-be?) , (29)

T
!

C(cos 0)
o
|

| 1 i but only up to the maximum anglén.x established earlier.

2 The CMB angular correlation functio@(cosd) calculated us-

ing Eq. (29) is shown in figure 2, together with tRkanck data

(Planck Collaboration XV 2013), fdy = 3 andty/te = 5 x 10P.

-200 |- 7 To facilitate a comparison between all three correlatiocfions

I 1 (from Planck, ACDM, andR; = ct), we show them side by side

H 1 in figure 3.

| 1 We are not yet in a position to calculate the probability of

400 Lo L getting the observe®;,, for all possible realizations of the
0 45 90 135 180 R, = ct Universe, because our estimation of the fluctuation

0 (degrees) spectrum in this cosmology is still at a very rudimentarygsta

: : ; . Our calculation of the correlation function is based soteiythe
Fig.4. Impact on the angular correlation functi@{cosd) in ; X
theR, = ct Universe from a change in the ratig'te: (Curve 1), Sachs-Wolfe ffect, which dominates at large angles. However,
} : the general agreement between theory and observation in fig-
5x 10°%; (Curve 2), 5x 10°; (Curve 3), 5x 10%. . S
ures 2 and 3 suggests that the angular correlation funcisoca
ated with an FRW cosmology without inflation (suchRas= ct)
This form of P(«) is based on the following reasoning. Thenatches that observed with WMAP aRthnck qualitatively bet-
conventional procedure is to assume a scale-free initialepo ter thanACDM. For example, we note from figure 3 thay{ = ct
law spectrum, which we also do here. ACDM, these fluctu- does a better job predicting the location of the miniméms,,
ations grow and then expand to all scales during the requirdxe value ofC(cosfnmin) at this angle and, particularly, the lack
inflationary phase. IR, = ct, the fluctuation growth is driven of significant angular correlation at angkes 60°.
by the (negative) pressure, represented by the term onghe ri  Of course, one should wonder how sensitively any of these
hand side of Eq. (10). Very importantly, because there issaod results depends on the chosen valueb ahdty/te. The short
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answer is that the dependence is weak, in part because thepegts of the fluctuation problem, we show in figure 6 the angula
tio tp/te enters into the calculation only via its log (see Eq. 22hower spectrum produced solely by the Sachs-Woffece in
Figure 4 illustrates the impact @cosf) of changing the value theR, = ct Universe. This fit fol < 10— 20 is actually a bet-
of to/te, from 5x 1P (curve 1), to 5< 1C° (curve 2), and finally ter match to the observations than that associated A@BM,

to 5x 10* (curve 3). but what is lacking, of course, is information fobr> 10 — 20,
where the standard model does exceptionally well. It is cotaf
400 — e —— ing to see that the qualitatively good fit exhibited Ry = ct in
L i figures 2 and 3, is confirmed by the very good fit also seen in
| | the angular power spectrum (figure 6) at low values. ¢ he
details of how this angular power spectrum is calculategheve
I | vided in a companion paper, whose principal goal is to discus
200 [~ 7 the apparent low-multipole alignment in the CMB; see Melia
r 1 2012.) Future work must include a more complete analysis tha
H 1 we have presented here, to approach the extraordinarydével
= 1 detail now available in applications of the standard model.
\éi 0
© 7 1 Angular scale [Degrees]
| \ | 100 20 5 3
B 2 1 60 T T T T 1T 1 011 T T T
-200 [ 3 -
-400 T B T T T YT T NS S S S
0 45 90 135 180

0 (degrees)

Fig.5. Impact on the angular correlation functi@{cosd) in
theRy = ct Universe from a change in the valuelf(Curve 1),
b=2;(Curve 2)b = 3; (Curve 3)pb = 4.

Power spectrum 8T, [pK]

The dependence of these results on the valuie isfillus-
trated in figure 5, which shows the curves corresponditgt®
(curve 1),b = 3 (curve 2), ancdb = 4 (curve 3). In all cases,

the overarching influence is clearly the existencé@f, which 10
cuts df any angular correlation at angles greater the60°. We .
would argue that any of the curves in Figs. 3 and 4 present a Multipole ¢

better match to the WMAP data than th€ DM curve shown in
figure 1. Therefore, the fierence betweeNCDM and the data gachs-wolfe-induced fluctuations in tRg = ct Universe (solid,

may be due to inflation rather than cosmic variance. thick curve), in comparison with the power spectrum measure
Finally, let us acknowledge the fact that althou§iDM ¢4 the fuil WMAP sky (thin, jagged line; Spergel et al. 2003
may not appear to prowde the better explanation for th? ANGbgmark et al. 2003). The gray region represents the omaasig
lar corre_latlon function, it nonetheless does extremelyl e uncertainty. The power spectrum for- 10 — 20 is dominated
accounting for the observed angular power spectrunh #020 p,; sma)|-scale physicalects, such as baryon acoustic oscilla-
(see, e.g., Bennett et al. 2013; Planck Collaboration XV3201 ii5ns near the surface of last scattering, which are nobied in
Along with its remarkable fit to the Type la SN data, this hag,r analysis. For comparison, we also show the WMAP best-fit
been arguably the biggest success story of this long-stgndigashed) curve, calculated with all of the physicieets pro-
cosmological model. We have not yet included all of the physcing the fluctuations. This curve fits the data very welk: pa

cal dfects, such as baryon acoustic oscillations, occurring Nggl|arly at very high's, corresponding to fluctuations on scales
the surface of last scattering in tRg = ct scenario, so it is not smaller than~ 1C°.

yet possible to carry out a complete comparative analysiseof

entire power spectrum between the two models, certainljanot

| > 10— 20. The work of Scott et al. (1995), among others, sug-

gests that, unlike the Sachs-Wolfi@ext, which is quite sensitive 6. Conclusions

to the expansion dynamics, the local physics where the CMB'15

produced may be generic to a wide range of evolutionary his-is essential for us to identify the key physical ingreditrat

tories. So the fact thaxCDM does not acccount very well for guides the behavior of a diagnostic as complicate@(assd) in

the angular correlation function, which tends to highli¢dd- Figs. 1 through 5. An episode of inflation early in the Uniwess

tures predominantly at large anglésX 1 — 10 degrees), is not history would have driven all fluctuations to grow, whether i

inconsistent with the reality that it fits the higlangular power the radiation dominated era, or later during the matter dated

spectrum very well. expansion, to very large opening angles, producing a sogmifi
To demonstrate how these two approaches to the analyaigular correlation on all scales. TREanck data reproduced in

of angular information in the CMB focus on quiteffidirent as- figure 1 (and also the earlier WMAP observations) show that

Fig.6. The theoretical CMB power spectrum due solely to
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this excessive expansion may not have occurred, if therdi Guth, A. H. 1981, Phys. Rev. D, 23, 347
ence between theory and observations is not due solely to cdigshaw, G. et al. 1996, ApJ Letters, 464, L25
mic variance. In th&, = ct Universe, on the other hand, therg-nde. A. 1982, Phys. Lett. B, 108, 389
. ! . . elia, F. 2007, MNRAS, 382, 1917
was never any inflationary expansion (Melia 2013a), so theygjia’ £ 2012, ApJ, submitted (arXiv:1207.0734)
was a limit to how large the fluctuations could have grown byelia, F. 2013a, A&A, 553, id A76
the time ;) the CMB was produced at the surface of last scalelia, F. 2013b, Phys. Lett. B, submitted
tering. This limit was attained when fluctuations of sizg@r Melia, F. 2013c, CQG, 30, 155007
had reached the gravitational horiz&(ts). And for a ratio mg::g e gn,sl Qle’fiq%dezrbﬂ' 2,3,(\)‘% A'JSMzég';gééssg
to/te ~ 35,000—40000, this corresponds to a maximum fluCielia’ F. & Shevchuk, A. 2012, MNRAS, 419, 2579
tuation angl&max ~ 30-35. This limit is the key ingredient re- Moresco, M., Verde, L., Pozzetti, L., Jimenez, R. & Cimaki,2012, JCAP, in
sponsible for the shape of the angular correlation functieen tPFiASS Fgarfivilggéé%;i%)s 160, 296
In !:IgS. 2,3,4and>s. T.hOUQ.h other |nflu_ences, such as Dop ane::’k Collago?ation X{/, 5013”, A&A submitted (arXiv:136875)
shifts, the growth of adiabatic perturbations, and thegré®d gayic, A& Schwarz, D. 3. 2007, Phys. Rev. D, 75, Article 108002
Sachs-Wolfe ffect, have yet to be included in these calculationgees, M. J. & Sciama, D. W. 1968, Nature, 217, 511
they are not expected—on the basis of previous work—to Bechs, R. K. & Wolfe, A. M. 1967, ApJ, 147, 73
dominant; they would modify the shape®fcoss) only slightly Sarkar, D., Huterer, D., Copi, C. J., Starkman, G. D. & Schwar. J. 2011,
(perhaps even bringing the theoretical curve closer to ¢ta)d Scotﬁsgf%ei‘lﬁ"cf;w;t’e?”‘l,\f?;gsy Science, 268, 829
The positive comparison between the observed and caldulaggergel, D. N. et al. 2003, ApJS, 148, 175
C(cost) curves seen in these figurefers some support to theSunyaev, R. A. & Zeldovich, I. B. 1980, MNRAS, 190, 413

viability of the R, = ct Universe as the correct description offegmark, M., de Oliveira-Costa, A. & Hamilton, A. J., 20038. Rev. D, 68,
nature Article ID 123523

. Wright, E. L., Bennett, C. L., Gorski, K., Hinshaw, G. & Smp@t. F. 1996, ApJ
One might also wonder whether the observed lack of angu—gLetters 164 L21 ° P

lar correlation and the alignment of quadrupole and oc@®palatson, D. F., Berlind, A. A. & Zentner, A. R. 2011, ApJ, 738jde id. 22
moments are somehow related. This question was the subj&eit J.-J., Wu, X. & Melia, F. 2013, ApJ, 772, 43
of Rakit & Schwarz’s analysis (Raki¢ & Schwarz 2007), whic
concluded that the answer is probably no. More specifidhiéy
inferred that having one does not imply a larger or smallebpr
ability of having the other. However, this analysis was eath
simplistic, in the sense that it did not consider whetheeralt
native cosmologies, such as tRe= ct Universe, could produce
the observed alignment as a result of th&,(te) (non-inflated)
fluctuation-size limit, in which case the two anomalies vebl
fact be related, though only indirectly.

In related work, it was shown by Sarkar et al. (2011) that
there is no statistically significant correlationA€CDM between
the missing power on large angular scales and the alignnient o
thel = 2 andl = 3 multipoles. If not due to variance, the in-
consistency between the standard model and the WMAP data
may therefore be greater than each of the anomalies alone, be
cause their combined statistical significance is equaldqtbd-
uct of their individual significances. As pointed out by Sarkt
al. (2011), such an outcome would require a causal exptamati

In this paper, we have shown that at least one of these anoma-
lies is not generic to all FRW cosmologies. In fact, the obser
angular correlation function is a good match to that predict
in the R, = ct Universe. This property of the CMB might be
pointing to the existence of a maximum angular sizg for the
large-scale fluctuations, imposed by the gravitationaioorR,
at the timete of last scattering.
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