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Abstract

We investigate a cosmological scenario in which the dark matter particles can be created during
the evolution of the Universe. By regarding the Universe as an open thermodynamic system
and using non-equilibrium thermodynamics, we examine the mechanism of gravitational particle
production. In this setup, we study the large-scale structure (LSS) formation of the Universe in
the Newtonian regime of perturbations and derive the equations governing the evolution of the
dark matter overdensities. Then, we implement the cosmological data from Planck 2018 CMB
measurements, SNe Ia and BAO observations, as well as the Riess et al. (2019) local measurement
for Hy to provide some cosmological constraints for the parameters of our model. We see that
the best case of our scenario (xZ,, = 3834.40) fits the observational data better than the baseline
ACDM model (x2, = 3838.00) at the background level. We moreover estimate the growth factor
of linear perturbations and show that the best case of our model (X?O'gg = 39.85) fits the LSS data
significantly better than the ACDM model (X%og = 45.29). Consequently, our model also makes a
better performance at the level of the linear perturbations compared to the standard cosmological
model.
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I. INTRODUCTION

One of the factors that play a key role in the description of the physics of the early
Universe is non-equilibrium thermodynamics. Production of matter due to the space-time
reactions leads to the growth of entropy, while the reverse process is not allowed theoret-
ically. In order to understand the effects of the matter creation process on the evolution
of the Universe, a great deal of effort has gone. The impact of particle production on the
evolution of the expanding Universe was studied by Schrédinger, for the first time [1], by
using the microscopic description of the gravitational production of particles. According
to his suggestion, in consequence of the effects of the gravitational field on the quantum
vacuum, the particles can be continually created as the Universe expands. Later on, to find
new consequences of the quantum field theory for the fundamental particles, this idea was
utilized again based on the quantum field theory considerations in the curved space-time, by
Parker and others [2-5]. They pointed out that an equal amount of matter and antimatter
would be created through this mechanism. Also, they argued that although the formation
of particles within the expanding Universe is currently trivial, it might be of great cosmic

importance within the earlier stages of the Universe’s evolution.

Until 1988, many authors used the macroscopic Zel'dovich view [6] that the matter cre-
ation could be simulated by the bulk viscosity mechanism. However, such a representation
does not make sense thoroughly and the basic differences between bulk viscosity and macro-
scopic matter creation were discussed in [7]. In 1989, a cosmological model was proposed
based on the study of large-scale entropy production by Prigogine et al. in which parti-
cles were continuously produced due to the expansion of the Universe [§]. Considering the
thermodynamics of open systems, he inferred that Einstein’s field equations confirm that
particle production is possible in his scenario. Particle production in open systems results
from non-equilibrium thermodynamics whose implications are consistent with general rela-
tivity. The creation of particles arising from the expansion of the Universe and consequently
the entropy production, at the macroscopic level, will be possible via the redefinition of
the momentum-energy tensor in Einstein’s equations. In this case, the modified energy-
momentum tensor satisfies the energy conservation law (T*%, = 0), but the cosmic fluid
pressure has been modified because of the created particles. Prigogine et al. [8] looked for a

source to entropy production, but adiabatic reversible Einstein’s equations failed to provide



it. They applied thermodynamics in the context of cosmology and demonstrated that in the
open thermodynamics systems, the energy-momentum tensor is naturally modified in a way
that includes the production of matter and entropy at a macroscopic level. It is also the
energy density and pressure of the cosmic fluid that determine the geometry of the Universe.
One prominent point of this progress is that the particles are created only in the irreversible
process, which represents an irreversible transfer of energy from the gravitational field to
the created matter. In [9, [10], the authors revisited the phenomenological approach to the
mechanism of matter creation in the cosmological context in a covariant formulation. They
demonstrated that the results of Prigogine et al. [§] are valid if the specific entropy (entropy
per particle) is constant. However, Prigogine et al. [8] argued that the specific entropy
should be constant (s = 0) because of the energy conservation law. The theory of general
relativity permits the creation of particles through thermodynamics in open systems, and
the creation of matter can be viewed as a source of internal energy. On the other hand,
Gunzig et al [11] determined the thermodynamical conditions required in the early and late
time Universe. Particle production rate is not unique and I' has different forms in each
the Universe evolutionary era. For instance, I' oc H? satisfies true vacuum for radiation
dominated era while I' oc H~! is a suitable choice for late time, and a simple choice for a
decelerating Universe is [' &« H. In addition, particle production by black holes and its com-
patibility with the laws of thermodynamics have been studied elaborately by Hawking [12].
The original creation of cold dark matter model emulating ACDM cosmology was proposed
nearly a decade ago [13]. More recently, a relativistic kinetic formulation for such a model
was discussed in [14]. A model with creation of baryon and cold dark matter particles is
also investigated in |15], where the authors discussed the evolution of perturbations in the

relativistic framework.

One might say that Newtonian cosmology commenced with the papers by Milne and
McCrea [16, [17]. In this approach, the uniform pressure does not perform a dynamical
role in the continuity, Euler, and Poisson equations and so its generalization to the models
involving pressure appeared to be inevitable. Lima et al. |18] investigated the cosmological
perturbations in the Newtonian Universe once again, and they however did not ignore the
pressure of the background fluid in their work. After eliminating the annoying pressure
gradient term, they concluded that the resulting equations for the growth of density contrast

in the homogeneous background with pressure are consistent with relativistic field equations.



In this context, Reis [19] revisited the cosmological models involving the time-dependent
equation of state and in the presence of the non-adiabatic perturbations. He concluded
that in such a case, the modified continuity equation suggested by Lima et al. [18] cannot
guarantee the compatibility between Newtonian and relativistic theories, and this approach
is restricted to some specific cases with the assumption of adiabatic pressure perturbation.

In this paper, we aim to study the linear regime of perturbations in a cosmological frame-
work involving dark matter particle production. Specifically, we derive the basic equations
governing the dark matter inhomogeneities and apply them for some cases which have in-
teresting motivations from both the theoretical and phenomenological perspectives. In our
investigation, we compare the results of our model with those of the concordance ACDM
model at both the background and linear perturbations levels. At the background level,
we study the mechanism of particle production by applying the non-equilibrium thermo-
dynamics on the homogeneous and isotropic Universe. In order to check the observational
compatibility of our scenario, we apply the observational results from the Planck 2018 mea-
surements of CMB temperature and polarization [20-22], the Pantheon Supernovae (SN)
sample [23], the BAO measurements [24-26], and the Riess et al. (2019) measurement
of the Hubble constant [27]. Using the MCMC technique, we provide some cosmological
constraints for the parameters of our model.

We moreover check the compatibility of our cosmological particle production scenario in
light of the experimental data at the level of linear perturbations. To do so, we implement the
perturbation equations that we derived for the density contrasts of the matter components
to estimate the growth factor in our scenario and compare our results with the observational
data from the LSS measurements. In this way, we can also check the compatibility of our
model versus the ACDM model in light of the LSS data.

This paper is structured as follows. In Sec [l we introduce the formulation of our setup
and review the key equations governing its background dynamics. In Sec. [II we study
the cosmological perturbations theory in a Newtonian Universe in the presence of non-
vanishing fluid pressure. In this section, we derive in detail the evolutionary equation of
density contrast in a model including dark matter particle production. Subsequently, in
Sec [Vl we present the cosmological constraints for our model using the observational data
from different resources and compare the compatibility of our model in front of the baseline

ACDM scenario at the background level. In Sec. [V], we utilize the perturbed equations
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derived in Sec. [l to evaluate the matter density contrast during the Universe evolution.
In particular, we compute the growth factor in our setup and compare our findings with
the LSS observations at the level of linear perturbations. Eventually, we summarize our

concluding remarks in Section [VII

II. THE SETUP

To take into account the contribution of particle production during the evolution of the

Universe, one can modify the energy-momentum tensor for a relativistic fluid as follows
T;w = (P + P+ H)uuuu + (P + H)guw (1)

where u,, denotes the four-vector of velocity satisfying u,u* = —1. In the present work,
the homogeneous and isotropic background is described by the FRW metric so that © =
ut ., = 3a/a = 3H, and 7 = n,, u*. Here, a is used for the scale factor of the Universe, H
represents the Hubble expansion rate, and the dot indicates the derivative with respect to
the cosmic time. Note that p and P are the energy density and equilibrium pressure of the
content of the Universe, respectively. The contribution of the particle production is exerted
by the creation pressure II. In this regard, one should apply two conservation laws, namely
the conservation of particle number ((N* = nu*)., = 0) in a closed thermodynamics system,
and the conservation of energy (T"”,, = 0). These conservation rules lead to the following

equations in our scenario
n+0n =0, (2)

p+O(p+P+II) =0. (3)

But if the Universe is considered as an open thermodynamic system, the particle number

will no longer remain constant. As a result, Eq. (2]) should be modified as follows
n+ On =nl, (4)

where I' is the particle production rate whose explicit expression is determined by the quan-
tum field theory. Modifying the conservation law of particle number, Gibbs’ equation is

further modified as

p+@(1—%)(p+P):nTé, (5)
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where T is the fluid temprature and s = S/N is the specific entropy (entropy per particle).
Under the adiabatic condition s = 0 the standard continuity equation can be recovered when
' < ©. In the special case under which I' = O, regardless of the amount of equation of
state, the energy density will be constant p = 0, and the de-Sitter phase will occur. Also
in such a case n = 0 and thermodynamic equilibrium will be established. Assuming that
the process of particle creation occurs adiabatically (§ = 0), the creation pressure is thus
obtained in the following form

H:—g(p+P). (6)

Using the modified momentum-energy tensor, the field equations in the flat FRW metric

with © = 3a/a turn into

a® 8@

2 TP, (7)
a e

—=——[p+3(P+1)], (8)
a . 3

pi+3g(p+P+H):O. 9)

In the case of the cold dark matter component (P, = 0), with the following creation pressure,

r
.= ——p, 10
5" (10)

the continuity equation and the evolution equation of the dark matter density are resulted

in as
I
e = —Op, |1 — =1, 11
p p[ @] (11)
* T da
pe = peo” > exp {3/1 6;] : (12)

Finally, in the cosmological setting including dark matter particle production, the expansion
of the Universe is described by the following equation

H? _ _ “T da
Fg:Qba?’jLQca?’expl?)/l 6;]+QA7 (13)

where £, €., and 2, denote the density parameters for baryonic matter, cold dark matter,
and cosmological constant, respectively. The background expansion rate is denoted with H

(= a/a) and the local expansion rate is denoted with © (= u* ). In this work we use flat

FRW metric, thus © = 3a/a.



To go ahead, it is necessary to know the explicit form of the particle production rate.
The main approach to determine the particle production rate is to apply the quantum field
theory implications in curved space-time. Since the nature of the produced particles affects
the production rate, and in addition, the nature of dark matter is still unknown for us,
some researchers apply the phenomenological forms for I' [11, 28, 29]. From Egs. (@) and
([@), it can be easily inferred that I' = 3H leads to the de-Sitter late time (p = 0, H = 0),
regardless of the equation of state for the matter-energy content of the Universe. A general
phenomenological choice for particle production rate during the accelerated phase is I' o« H.
Following |29], we consider the three following functional expressions for the production rate

in our investigation:

Model 1: I'=35H, (14)
Model 2: ' =36H [5— 5tanh(10 — 12a)], (15)
Model 3: ' =36H [5— 5tanh(12a — 10)], (16)

where [ is a positive constant. In the following sections, we examine these models at the
background and perturbations levels and compare their implications in light of the recent

observational data.

III. COSMOLOGICAL PERTURBATIONS

The neo-Newtonian approach which is suggested by McCrea [30], is based on the following

equations
opi = .
4Vl P i) =0, (17)
o] - - V. P,
_;- r _; = - T\Il - s 1
BT +w;.V,u \Y4 P (18)
V20U =47G Y (pi+3P). (19)

where p, P, @, and ¥ are the energy density, pressure, field velocity, and generalized grav-
itational potential of the perfect fluid, respectively. Within a homogeneous and isotropic

Universe (P = P(t), p = p(t)), the velocity of the fluid is given by Hubble’s law

U=

7, (20)
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where 7 is the physical distance. In such a case, the Friedmann equations derived from

Einstein’s gravitational field equations, describe the evolution of the scale factor as follows

a>  8r@G

© N, 21
o 3 2 p (21)
a 47 G

- = —— ; + 3F;). 22
- 3 (pi +385;) (22)

These equations are valid for the sum of components of the Universe. However, the continuity

equation for this homogeneous and isotropic Universe takes the following form

Ipi
ot

+3% (pi+ P) = 0. (23)

This equation is valid for each component of the Universe, separately.

Using these equations to study the perturbed space-time leads to disagreement with
the corresponding equations in the relativistic approach. The density contrast equation
obtained in this manner is not consistent with the corresponding relativistic equation in
the synchronous gauge. Lima et al. [18] argued that the root of this problem lies in the
continuity equation. Following Peebles [31], they changed the partial time derivative at a
fixed physical distance (7) to a partial time derivative at a fixed comoving distance (z). The

two partial time derivatives are related together as follows

7(t) = a(t)T, (24)
iy = a7, (25)
- 1=
V==V, (26)

(@), (@), (%) e

According to the usual procedure in the cosmological perturbations theory, let us con-
sider the small fluctuations (dp, P, ¢, ) around the homogeneous background quantities

(po, Po, W, 1) as follows

P, =Py, (t) +0Pi(7 1),

U; = 'JO@- + 277,(7:; t)a

U= Wo(r 1) + o(7 1),



where the zero index represents the background quantities, and §; = dp;/po; denotes the
density contrast. By inserting Eqs. ([28)-(30) into Eqs. (IT), (I8), and ([I9)), and to the first

order of perturbations, we arrive at the following equations

a5, s . . L

Po; [( ) + Uoi-vr@} - 3EPOZ-52' + 3953 + (po, + Po,) V.05 = 0, (32)
ot ), a a

( o ) + (uoi.v,) R ey (33)

Vip=47G Y (6pi+30P). (34)

The equation of state parameter for a perfect fluid and the speed of sound parameter are
always defined in terms of the background quantities (pg, Pp), but the effective speed of
sound is defined in terms of the perturbed quantities dp and dP. In the following equations,

one can see how these quantities are related to each other,

op;
Cgﬂi = 6pl’ (35)
P, szf-(spi 2
= — = Cq ,52‘, 36
Lo; Lo; fs ( )
P,
' Po;
=y
W; = . 5 38
o (38)
w; = —=3H (1 +w;) (¢, —w;) . (39)
Considering particle production, we can re-interpret the effective sound speed as follows
(P +1I)

In Eq. (@), if I" is linearly related to H, then the perturbations in creation pressure does not
depend on 0 H, but they depend only on dp and § P. Therefore, the first order perturbations
do not include 6 H as long as I is linearly related to H.

With the help of Egs. (27) and the above equations, it is easily demonstrated that Egs.
[B2)-([B34) are obtained as follows
(14 w;)

52' + 3g (Cglcf_ - w,’) + 6271 = 0, (41)
a ! a

. a 15 1 C2ﬂ‘. =3

Ui + =0 = ==V — ——=V, 42

U+av a ¢ a(l+w;) (42)

V2¢ = 47Ga? Z po,0i (1 +3c2,) - (43)



These equations are in agreement with the equations that are used to study the large-

structure formation in the Newtonian regime of perturbations (see, e.g., |18, 132-37]).

Here, it is useful to replace (%)x =4, (%)x =7, V, = V. Eliminating the peculiar

velocity from Eqs. (@) and (42)), and also substituting Eq. (@3], we acquire the following

differential equation describing the evolution of density contrast

3HO; |2¢et Cot, — g | 2H+ = — —— | = 2Hw; + w;— — ——
* [Cm% Ceffl( T wﬁ—l) Wit wigr w; + 1

0 () Ejj (1+ 3¢, ) ;= 0. (44)

In our study for the matter perturbations, we consider the baryonic matter and cold dark
matter perturbations separately. It should be noted that due to the particle production,
the equation of state of the cold dark matter is not constant here. In addition, since we
assume the adiabatic perturbations, therefore we can approximate the effective sound speed

2

of the cold dark matter as its adiabatic sound speed, cZ; ~ ¢ = we. — we/3H (we + 1),

which is valid in the linear regime of perturbations up to a good approximation. With these
assumptions, the equations for the baryonic matter and cold dark matter perturbations are

obtained from Eq. (44]) respectively as

Oy + 2H b, — gfﬁ [0, + (14 3c2) Qede] =0 (45)

. - e
5.+ 6, lH (3, — B +2) - & J

H6, |2c5.¢5 — 2 20+ - 22 | —of =

+3 5c[csccsc CSC< 7 wc+1> v R we + 1

K225, 3

Cizc—ﬁHz(wchl) [0, + (1+3¢2) Q6] = 0. (46)
a

These equations are the two coupled equations that we should solve simultaneously to deter-
mine the evolutions of the baryonic matter and cold dark matter density contrasts which are
denoted by d, and 9., respectively. Then, we use the solutions for 9, and o, in the following

equation to calculate the matter density contrast

_ Pbéb + pcéc
Po + Pe

We will use these equations in Sec. [V] to estimate the growth factor in our scenario and

Om (47)

compare our results with the observational data.
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IV. COSMOLOGICAL CONSTRAINTS

In this section, we are interested in constrain our model observationally at the level of
background dynamics. For this purpose, we implement the CosmoMC package [38,139] to es-
timate the seven free parameters of the model (I3)), including {Q,h?, Q.h2, Opc, 7, As, 1is, B},
where (), is the present baryon density parameter, ). is the present dark matter density
parameter, 0);c is the approximation to the ratio of comoving size to comoving angular
diameter distance, 7 is the optical depth, A, is the amplitude of the scalar power spectrum,
ns is the scalar spectral index, and [ is the production rate parameter. We suppose flat
priors on these parameters in our numerical analysis. Following the Planck collaboration, we
suppose free-streaming neutrinos as two massless species and one massive with M, = 0.06 eV
[40].

The CosmoMC package [38, 139] uses Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) algorithm to
calculate the likelihood of cosmological parameters by using the observational data from
different resources. Multiplying the separate likelihoods of CMB, SNe Ia, BAO, and Riess
et al. (2019) data gives us the total likelihood £ oc e Xiet/2, where X2, = x2up + X2x +
XaA0 + Xiiess2010 Tepresents the difference between observational value and theoretical value
(for more details about cosmological constraints see [41), 142]). Following [43-46], we put the
upper bound on the Gelman-Rubin convergence criterion [47] as R —1 < 0.1 in our MCMC

analysis.

For the CMB data in our MCMC analysis, we include the Planck 2018 [20-22] mea-
surements for the anisotropies in temperature and polarization spectra of the CMB radi-
ation. The acoustic peaks of the temperature power spectrum of the cosmic microwave
background radiation provide useful information about the expansion history of the Uni-
verse. The physics of decoupling affects the amplitude of the acoustic peaks and the physics
of between the present and the decoupling epoch changes the locations of peaks. We use
the Planck 2018 measurements of CMB temperature and polarization at small (TT,TE,EE)
and large angular scales (lowl+lowE) [20, 21]. We also include the Planck CMB lensing
potential power spectrum in the multipole range 40 < ¢ < 400 [22].

Since type la supernovae have the same absolute magnitude, these standard candles are
a powerful tool for exploring the history of the expansion of the Universe. In our MCMC

analysis, we employ the Pantheon SN sample [23], which is comprised of measurements of
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the luminosity distances of 1048 SNe Ia in the redshift interval 0.01 < z < 2.3.

Another powerful tool to probe the expansion history of the Universe is the BAO’s stan-
dard ruler. The anisotropies in CMB and large-scale structures of matter are affected by
the pressure waves coming from the cosmological perturbations in baryon-photon primordial
plasma. The observed peak in the large-scale correlation function measured by the luminous
red galaxies of Solon Digital Sky Survey (SDSS) at z = 0.35 [25] and z = 0.278 [4§] reveals
the baryon acoustic oscillations at 100h~! Mpc as well as in the two-degree Field Galaxy
Survey (2dFGS) at z = 0.2 [49], six-degree Field Galaxy Survey (6dFGS) at z = 0.106 [26],
z = 044,z = 0.60 and z = 0.73 by WiggleZ team [50], the SDSS Data Releases 7 main
Galaxy sample at z = 0.15 |51], the Data Releases 10 and 11 Galaxy samples at z = 0.57
[52]. In our work, we consider the BAO dataset from BOSS DR12 [24], SDSS Main Galaxy
Sample [25], and 6dFGS [26].

Another independent constraint that can be applied to the estimation of the model
parameters is the local measurements for the present Hubble parameter. In the present
work, we include the Riess et al. (2019) constraint on the Hubble constant, Hy = 74.03 +
1.42km s~ Mpc™! [27], which is provided by the Hubble Space Telescope (HST) observations
of 70 long-period Cepheids in the Large Magellanic Cloud.

Using the computational package of CosmoMC [38;139], we explore the parameter space
for the three models introduced in Sec. [l and generate a set of MCMC chains. To analyze
the MCMC chains, we use the GetDist package |53] which is publicly available.

We perform a joint analysis including the datasets explained above, and obtain the confi-
dence intervals and the best-fit values of the free parameters for the three models including
dark matter particle production and ACDM without particle production (5 = 0). The
best-fit values and also the 68% confidence level (CL) constraints for the parameters of the
studied models have been summarized in Table [l In the table, we also preset the values of
some of the derived parameters including Hy, €2,,, 25, og, and Sg.

The minimum values of ¥? for the models and the considered datasets are presented
in Table [I From the table, we infer that the minimum value of 2, belongs to Model
2, and therefore this model provides the best fit with the CMB, SN, BAO, and Riess et
al. (2019) data in comparison with the other models. In particular, the value of xZ,, in
this case, is reduced considerably relative to the ACDM scenario, and this point implies

that the particle production scenario fits the recent observational data better the standard
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cosmological scenario. The better performance for Model 2 in fitting to the observational

data may originate somewhat from the additional degree of freedom which is the production

rate parameter 3, but an improvement of Ay?

—3.6 compared to ACDM with only one

additional degree of freedom is somewhat interesting and worth further investigation. Model

3 fits the data better than ACDM but its improvement is not as significant as the one for
Model 2. Model 1, however, fails to fit the data better than ACDM.

TABLE I. The best-fit values and 68% CL constraints for the parameters of the investigated models.

Parameter Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 ACDM
best-fit 68% limits best-fit 68% limits best-fit 68% limits best-fit 68% limits
Qph%  |0.022457 0.02250 + 0.00015(0.0224034  0.0224370:09032 10.0224437 0.02250 + 0.000140.02258  0.02252 + 0.00013
Qch? |0.117666 0.1177 £0.0010 {0.117788  0.1189270:90%% 0.117902 0.1177+3905 0.118773  0.11822 + 0.00088
1000pc |1.04155 1.0413970:00032 1104114 1.04130 + 0.00036 |1.04092 1.0413970:00029 11,0413 1.04118 + 0.00029
T ]0.0617843 0.0605 + 0.0080 |0.0579543  0.057375:99%%  10.0604604 0.059913:005%  10.0550124  0.0594 + 0.0074
In(10'0 A,)|3.05348 3.052 +0.016  |3.05058 3.05075011 13.05528 3.05275:01 13,0439 3.051 +0.014
ns 0.9694 0.9699 + 0.0039 [0.969395 0.969770:50%6  10.97236 0.9699 + 0.0036 [0.969018  0.9694 + 0.0037
B 5.66354 x 1075 < 0.000184  |0.00175062  0.003170:001%  [8.29533 x 1076 < 0.0000183 |- -
Hy  |68.3063 67.967050  [68.7384 68.79 +£0.59  |67.9181 67.937057  168.0866 68.207032
Qa  |0.698295 0.694970:99%  10.701931  0.6999 + 0.0067 [0.694354 0.6947 £ 0.0057 |0.693692  0.695970-90%
Qn  |0.301705 0.305175:9048  10.298069  0.3001 =+ 0.0067 |0.305646 0.3053 £ 0.0057 |0.306308  0.3041F3:9049
os  |0.808233 0.807310:00%8  |0.813362 0.8217+3:0051  10.810012 0.8070 £+ 0.0064 |0.807798  0.8090 £ 0.0058
S |0.810526 0.8140709%"  |0.81074 0.822 £0.013  [0.817598 0.814 £0.010 |0.816248  0.8144 £ 0.0098

TABLE II. The minimum value of x? for each model and each dataset. The values of 2, and

AX2 = X12\/Iodel — X?\CDM are also presented in the table.

Parameter Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 ACDM
best-fit  68% limits best-fit  68% limits best-fit  68% limits best-fit  68% limits
X%MB 2782.67 2796 £ 61 |2779.45 2815 +220 |2778.76 2793 £31 |2780.39 2791 £ 12
X%N 1034.75 1034.91 £ 0.79|1034.78 1034.94 £ 0.42|1034.83 1034.88 £ 0.20|1034.85 1034.84 £0.14
X%AO 5.32163 5.7+3.1 [6.28641 70+£3.1 |[5.21791 5.56 £0.61 |5.24274 5.59 £ 0.52
Xieesaoto |16:2473 184449 [13.8866 138428 [18.5258 186434 [17.5187 16.9+2.3
X2, 3838.98893 - 3834.40301 — 3837.33371 — 3838.00144 -
Ax? 0.98749 - -3.59843 — -0.66773 — 0.0 —

The 1D marginalized relative likelihood functions and 2D contours in 68% and 95%

confidence intervals for Model 1 are shown in Figure[Il As we see, the joint analysis puts a

strong constraint on all of the parameters. On one hand, 8 < 0 is not physically acceptable,

because negative I' corresponds to S < 0, and violates the second law of thermodynamics.
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FIG. 1. 1D likelihoods and 2D contours for the parameters in 68% and 95% CLs for Model 1 (red)

next to the ACDM constraints (blue).

On the other hand, the best-fit value of 3 is obtained within the 68% CL region, and not at
the beginning of the interval, so the estimated best-fit value of (8 is reliable. The best-fit of
the § and its mean get very small values. However, although [ takes very small values in
Model 1, its non-vanishing value confirms the compatibility of the theory of particle creation

with the recent observations.

In Table [l we see that the best-fit and mean value of Sg in Model 1 are slightly smaller
than the corresponding values in the ACDM framework, and it seems that this model can
reduce the Sg tension a little in comparison with the ACDM scenario. However, to state
this point we should be somewhat cautious because the Sy parameter is an extrapolated
quantity which results from the CMB and the cosmic shear data for the cosmic density
fluctuations at very different redshifts. To extrapolate these data, it has been supposed that
the number of matter particles remains conserved during the Universe evolution. Moreover,

at the low redshifts, the cosmological perturbations enter in the nonlinear regime where
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Om 2 1, and therefore dp,, becomes comparable with the background matter energy density
pm. Therefore, the contribution of dp,, should be included in the total matter energy density,
and accordingly, today’s matter density parameter €2, will be modified. In addition, from
the definition Sg = oy \/m, the Sg parameter is related to €2, directly, and consequently
it will depend on the value of 9,,. The dependency of Sy to d,, becomes more sensitive in the
nonlinear regime of perturbations. Also, in addition to geometry, cosmic shear signals are
sensitive to the growth of structures, and it is necessary to examine the nonlinear evolution
of the Universe with greater precision to interpret the cosmic shear survey and consequently
the Sy tension. From these remarks, we conclude that the full estimation of the Sg parameter
requires more subtle treatment which is beyond the scope of the present work and is left for
future investigations.

However, although in Model 1, we have assumed that the dark matter particle production
occurs continuously during the Universe evolution, but as we see in Table[l, the parameter 3
takes a very small value in this model. Hence the effects of particle production are negligible
in this case.

In this scenario the best-fit and mean values of QA% and .h? are smaller than the ACDM
results. The density parameter of the matter is the sum of the contributions for the cold
dark matter and baryonic matter density parameters. The best-fit value of the €2, in this
model is smaller than ACDM, and consequently, the best-fit value of the Q, in this model
is bigger than the ACDM prediction. So, in Model 1, the contribution of dark energy in the
Universe content is further than the one in ACDM.

The 1D marginalized relative likelihood functions and 2D contours in 68% and 95% CLs
for Model 2 are demonstrated in Figure 2. In this case, the mean and best-fit values of
Hy are higher than the ACDM result. In the diagram of the 1D likelihood of Hj it is also
evident that the maximum likelihood of the Hubble parameter in this model is larger relative
to the ACDM scenario. 2D contours for Hy to all of the other parameters also show that
the 68% and 95% CL marginalized joint regions are extended in Model 2 in comparison to
ACDM. From these remarks, it seems that Model 2 can reduce the Hubble tension slightly
in comparison with ACDM and also Model 1.

The best-fit value of the [ takes greater values in Model 2 compared to the two other par-
ticle production models. Thus, this scenario confirms the probability of particle production,

more strongly. In this model the best-fit and mean values of Q,h? and Q.h? are smaller than
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FIG. 2. 1D likelihoods and 2D contours for the parameters in 68% and 95% CLs for Model 2 (red)
next to the ACDM constraints (blue).

the results of the ACDM model. The best-fit and mean values of the €2, in this model are
smaller than the ones in the ACDM model, and consequently the best-fit and mean values

of the €, in this model is obtained to be bigger than the ACDM outcome.

We see in Table [l that the best-fit of Sg for Model 2 (0.8107) is slightly lower than that
from the ACDM model (0.8162). So it seems that we can reduce the Sg tension in Model
2 slightly relative to the ACDM scenario. But should be noted that the mean value from
Model 2 (0.822) is higher than the ACDM result (0.8144). To explain this point, we note
that the best-fit value from CosmoMC output is not the exact best-fit result of the model.
Rather, it is the best model that has been hit by random walk so far, and it may be updated
as the MCMC random walk continues. Although our assumption for the Gelman-Rubin
convergence criterion (R — 1 < 0.1) is typically good enough for evaluating a marginalized
distribution, it may not be good enough to give an accurate best-fit result. Thus, we cannot

conclude definitely that Model 2 alleviates the Sg parameter in comparison with the ACDM
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FIG. 3. 1D likelihoods and 2D contours for the parameters in 68% and 95% CLs for Model 3 (red)
next to the ACDM constraints (blue).

scenario, and caution needs to be taken for such a subtle comparison.

The 1D marginalized relative likelihood functions and 2D contours in 68% and 95% CLs
for Model 3 are represented in Figure Bl In this model, the joint analysis prepares strong
constraints on all of the parameters too. Like Model 1, the best-fit of 5 is very small in this
case too. This small value however still confirms that the probability of particle production
is consistent with the observations. The 68% CL contour plot of this case is very similar
to the ACDM joint regions. In fact, due to the small 3, the behavior of this model is very
similar to ACDM.

The best-fit value of Hy in Model 3 is smaller than the ACDM result. Additionally,
the 2D contours of this case in 68% and 95% CLs for H, are not substantially extended
in comparison with the ACDM regions. Therefore, unlike Model 2, it seems that Model 3

cannot reduce the Hubble tension compared to the ACDM framework.

In the following, we implement the best-fit values of the model parameters presented in
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FIG. 4. Evolution of the Hubble parameter versus redshift in our scenario. The blue line, red
dashed line, green dashed line, and black dashed line are corresponding to Model 1, Model 2,
Model 3, and ACDM, respectively.

Table [[l to explore the behavior of the background cosmological quantities in our scenario
during the Universe expansion. The most important background variable is the Hubble
parameter which specifies the expansion rate of the Universe during its evolution. The
diagram of this quantity in our scenario is demonstrated in Figure @ In the figure, we
have also compared the result of our models with that of the ACDM model as well as the
cosmological data from the Hubble Space Telescope (HST). The data that we used in our
work are presented in Table [Tl In the figure, we see that the results of the three cases of
our scenario are very close to the one for the ACDM benchmark model. Since Model 1 and
Model 3 are indistinguishable from ACDM in the background behavior, in Figure [l we plot
H(z)/(1+ z) to show the deviation of our models from ACDM more clearly. Although, the
evolution of H(z) in these models is very similar to the ACDM result, very small amounts of
particle production rate cause a evolves differently in these models from the ACDM model

at some cosmological redshifts.

Although we have included the present Hubble parameter from the Riess et al. (2019)
measurement [27] in our CosmoMC analysis, however, it is useful here to evaluate the com-
patibility of our framework also with the local data from the HST measurements at different

redshifts. The Hubble parameter is related to redshift independently of the theoretical model

18



70 ———————— . . .
— — Model 1 4

‘ L
68K — — Model 2 7]

.“\ L

N F S L7
x S WELEEEE ACDM L7 ]
S 64p Y 7 ]
g1 A\ oA ]
= | A 7

62F \\ RV b

: NS ;”/

[ N\ Lo ]
60f NP ]
58 [ A A A A L A A A A L A A A A L A A

0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0

FIG. 5. Evolution of H(z)/(1 + z) versus redshift in our scenario. The blue line, red dashed line,
green dashed line, and black dashed line shows the results of Model 1, Model 2, Model 3, and

ACDM, respectively.

TABLE III. The observational data from HST that we used in our work.

Ref. z H(z) Refs. z H(z) Refs. z H(z)

[54] 0.07 69.0 £19.6 |[55] 0.4783 80.9+9 [56] 0.09 69 £ 12
[57]  0.48 97+62 |[54] 012  68.6+26.2 |[58  0.593 104 + 13
[56]  0.17 83+8 |[58]  0.68 92+8 |58  0.179 7544
(58] 0.781 105 £12  |[58] 0.199 H+5 [58] 0.875 125+ 17
4] 020 7294206 |[57]  0.88 90+£40 |[56]  0.27 77+ 14
[56] 0.9 117423 |[[54] 028  88.8+36.6 |58  1.037 154 + 20
(58] 0.352 83+ 14 [55] 0.18 0.360 £ 0.090 |[56] 1.3 168 £ 17
[65]  0.3802 83+ 13.5 |[55] 1.363 160 + 33.6 |[55] 0.57 0.417 £0.045
[56] 0.4 95+17 |[56]  1.43 177+£18  |[55] 04004  77+10.2
[56] 1.53 140 £ 14 [55] 0.4247 87.1+11.2 |[55] 1.75 202 + 40
[65] 0.44497  92.8 +12.9 |[55] 0.38 0.477 £+ 0.051 |[59] 1.965 186.5 + 50.4

with the following relation
1 dz
H() =~ (48)

So if dz/dt is known, H(z) can be determined directly [60]. The best-fit values of the model
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TABLE 1IV. Values of X%IST for the particle production models in comparison with the ACDM

result. In the table, we also report the values of A)@IST = XI%IST(MO del) — XI%IST( ACDM)"

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 ACDM
Xt 14.4605 14.4732 14.5611 14.3731
AXI%IST 0.0874 0.1001 0.188 0.0

parameters from HST can be determined by minimizing [61]

2
0;

X%{ST _ Z [Hobs(21) — Hun(2, Q)]z' (49)
The observational data for the Hubble parameter in the redshift interval of 0.07 < z < 1.965
are listed in Table [Tl We use these data points to estimate the value of %4y for the different
cases of our scenario as reported in Table [Vl From the table, we deduce that the ACDM
fits the HST data better than our three particle production models. Among the particle
production models, Model 1 provides a better fit with the data in comparison with the other
two cases.

By using the best-fit values of the parameters in Table [, we then plot the variation of
the effective equation of state parameter wqg(z) in against of cosmological redshift. The
diagram of this quantity is drawn in Figure [0l for the particle production models together
with the ACDM plot. By regarding the best value of the parameters provided in Table I, we
find the present value of the EoS as weg = —0.699 for Model 1, weg = —0.707 for Model 2,
and weg = —0.695 for Model 3. These values are close to EoS of ACDM with weg = —0.694.
The result of Model 3 is very close to the one of ACDM because the best-fit value of the g
parameter is very tiny in this case. It is worthwhile to remind here that as the parameter
takes smaller values in our setting, the behavior of that model tends further to the treatment
of the standard ACDM model without particle production. Model 1 and Model 2, however,
offer more negative values for wy relative to ACDM.

In Figure[7], we present the redshift evolution of the deceleration parameter, ¢(z), for the
three models including particle production accompanied by the plot of the ACDM cosmology.
The figure indicates that the Universe enters to the accelerated phase of expansion at the
transition redshift z; = 0.669 for Model 1, z; = 0.684 for Model 2, z; = 0.684 for Model
3, and z; = 0.655 for ACDM. Therefore, the three investigated models involving particle
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FIG. 6. The effective EoS parameter in our particle production cosmological scenario compared to

the standard ACDM cosmology, using the best-fit value of model parameters presented in Table
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FIG. 7. Deceleration parameter of our particle production models and the ACDM cosmology, using

the best-fit value of model parameters presented in Table [l

production begin the accelerated phase of expansion earlier than ACDM. The present value
of the deceleration parameter is obtained as ¢y = —0.55 for Model 1, ¢o = —0.56 for Model
2, qo = —0.56 for Model 3, and gy = —0.54 for ACDM. So, the deceleration parameter in

three investigated models is more negative than the ACDM deceleration parameter.
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V. GROWTH FACTOR

In order to investigate the evolution of density perturbation in the linear regime, we solve
numerically the quadratic differential equation of ¢ for each case of our model by using the
best-fit values of its parameters reported in Table [l Since, the space-time perturbations are
assumed to be adiabatic during the Universe evolution in our scenario, then we take cZ; &~ ¢?
[37]. With this assumption, one can solve the coupled differential equations (@) and (E6)),
numerically. Equation (@) describes the evolution of the cold dark matter growth factor,
and in general, its solutions are scale-dependent, as it is evident from the equation. Since
the equation of state in this case is non-zero, it is useful to introduce density contrast as
Fourier modes ¢ = [ 51e*Td3k to solve the differential equation. Therefore, V25§ = —k2§,
where £ is comoving wavenumber, relates each Fourier mode to a wavenumber. Using
different amounts of &k, we checked that the results are approximately k-independent. In our
numerical computations, we fixed the comoving wavenumber to k& = 0.01 A Mpc™" which is
deep inside the Hubble horizon during the interested cosmological redshifts, and also it is
related to the structures which are in the linear regime of perturbations during the interested

cosmological eras. Using the solutions of Eqs. (45]) and (46]), we can evaluate the following

quantities
) = R0m, (50)
os(z) = %ag(z =0). (51)

By using these quantities, we can calculate the growth factor f(z)og(z) whose diagram is
displayed in Fig. [ in terms of redshift for all the investigated models. In the figure, we
also displayed the observational data summarized in Table [Vl Although all the three models
including particle production behave like ACDM at high redshifts, the deviation from ACDM
becomes more pronounced at low redshifts. Model 1 and Model 3 remain close to ACDM
also at the low redshifts, whereas Model 2 reveals significant deviation from ACDM at these
redshifts. Strictly speaking, the deviation at low redshifts leads to a better consistency
with the LSS observations for Model 2 in comparison with the ACDM scenario. We see
in the figure that Model 2 covers a few data points that ACDM is not able to support.
Using the best-fit value of the parameters provided in Table [ we calculate the x%as for

each case of three frameworks and summarize the findings in Table [VI It is noteworthy
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FIG. 8. Evolution of the growth factor with redshift in Model 1, Model 2, Model 3, and ACDM,

in comparison with the observational data of Table [Vl

that all three models give lower values for X?US compared to the ACDM model. Model 2
gives the minimum value of x%as between the investigated models, and its better consistency
results from the late-time effects of the particle production in this model on the sound speed
of perturbations. Since, this model performs better than the other models at both the
background and perturbations levels, we refer it as the best case of our particle production
scenario. It should be noted that in this case, the rate of the particle production is assumed
to become more pronounced after a special fixed scale factor as it can be deduced from its
functional form in Eq. ([I&]). It will be more general if the critical scale factor of the particle
production is allowed to be a free parameter that should be determined by the MCMC

analysis, and we leave the study of this possibility for future investigations.

VI. CONCLUSION

In this work, we studied a cosmological setup that involves the dark matter self-
interactions during the evolution of the Universe. By assuming the Universe as an open
thermodynamic system and applying the concepts of non-equilibrium thermodynamics, we
studied the cosmological implications of the process of gravitational particle production. In
our research, we considered three profiles for the particle production rate which has well-

based theoretical and phenomenological motivations. We studied the large-scale structure
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TABLE V. The observational data for the growth factor fog(z) that we used in this work.

Ref. z fos(z) Ref. z fos(2) Ref. z fos(z)
[62] 0.35 0.440 £ 0.050 [62] 0.77 0.490 £ 0.18 |[62] 0.17 0.510 £ 0.060
[63, 64] 0.02 0.314 4+ 0.048 |[64, 65] 0.02 0.398 = 0.065 |[66] 0.25 0.3512 £ 0.0583
[66] 0.37 0.4602 £ 0.0378| [66] 0.25 0.3665 + 0.0601 | [66] 0.37 0.4031 £ 0.0586
[67] 0.44 0.413 £ 0.080 [67] 0.60 0.390 £ 0.063 |[67] 0.73 0.437 £0.072
[68] 0.067 0.423 £ 0.055 [69] 0.30 0.407 £0.055 |[69] 0.40 0.419 £ 0.041
69] 050 042740043 | [69]  0.60  0.433+£0.067 |[70] 080  0.470 = 0.080
[71] 0.35 0.429 £ 0.089 [50] 0.18 0.360 £ 0.090 |[50] 0.38 0.440 £ 0.060
[72] 0.32 0.384 £ 0.095 [72] 0.32 0.48 £0.10 |[72] 0.57 0.417 £ 0.045
73 015  0490+0.145 | [74] 010  0.370+£0.130 |[75] 140  0.482+0.116
[76] 0.59 0.488 £0.060 | [77] 0.38 0.497 £0.045 |[77]  0.51 0.458 £ 0.038
77] 061  0436+£0034 | [78] 038 047740051 |[78] 051  0.453+0.050
[78] 0.61 0.410 £ 0.044 [79] 0.76 0.440 £ 0.040 |[79] 1.05 0.280 + 0.080
[80] 0.32 0.427 £0.056 | [80] 0.57 0.426 £0.029 ([81] 0.727  0.296 £ 0.0765
[82] 0.02 0.428 £0.0465 | [83] 0.6 0.48+0.12 |[83] 0.86 0.48 £0.10
[84] 0.60 0.550 £ 0.120 [84] 0.86 0.400 £ 0.110 |[85] 0.1 0.48 £0.16
[86] 0.001 0.505 £ 0.085 [87] 0.85 0.45+0.11 |[88] 0.31 0.469 £ 0.098
[88] 0.36 0.474 £ 0.097 [88] 0.40 0.473 £0.086 |[88] 0.44 0.481 £0.076
[88] 048 048240067 | [88] 052  0.488+0.065 |[88] 0.56  0.482 =+ 0.067
[88] 059  0481+£0.066 | [88]  0.64  0.486+0.070 |[89] 0.1  0.376+0.038
[90] 1.52 0.420 £ 0.076 [91] 1.52 0.396 £0.079 |[92] 0.978 0.379 £ 0.176
[92] 1.23 0.385 £ 0.099 [92] 1.526 0.342 £0.070 |[92] 1.944 0.364 £ 0.106

TABLE VI. The minimum of X?v o for the three models involving particle production together with

the result of the ACDM scenario without particle production. In the table, we also report the

2 .2 2
values of Axj, = x fos(Model) — Xfog(ACDM)*

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 ACDM
XFos 42.9220 39.8524 45.3846 45.2861
AXF g —2.3641 —5.4337 0.0985 0.0

formation in our cosmological setup and specially extracted the equations governing the

dark matter overdensities in the linear regime of perturbations. In the limit of vanishing

24



particle prediction rate, our results reduce to the well-known equations. In the next step,
we applied the cosmological data from the Planck 2018 measurements for the anisotropies
observed in the temperature and polarization spectra of CMB radiation [20-22], the Pan-
theon SNI survey [23], the BAO observations [24-26], the Riess et al. (2019) constraint
for the Hubble constant [27], to put observational constraints on the parameters of our
model. For this purpose, we run the CosmoMC code [38, 139] which is based on the MCMC
numerical method. For the statistical analysis of the CosmoMC chains, we utilized the
GetDist computational package [53]. The numerical results of CosmoMC are presented in
Table [l and Table [[1l Also, the two-dimensional contour plots obtained from this code are
demonstrated in Figs. [H3l The code gives the minimum value of x2, as 3838.99 for Mode 1,
3834.40 for Model 2, 3837.33 for Model 3, and 3838.00 for ACDM. Therefore, Model 2 and
Model 3 in our cosmological particle production scenario fit the observational data better
than the ACDM model, while Model 1 fails to provide a better fit with observations than
the standard cosmological scenario.

In the three models introduced in this paper, we obtained the particle production rate
using cosmological constraints, I'/3Hy = 6.0 x 107> for Model 1, I'/3Hy = 0.01719 for Model
2 and I'/3Hy = 1.0 x 107° for Model 3. Therefore, the possibility of the particle production
is approved as consistent with recent cosmological observations.

The contribution of the dark energy component in all three models involving particle pro-
duction obtains greater amounts than the ACDM contribution. Also, the models involving
particle production result in greater optical depth than ACDM without particle production.

We found the 68% CL constraint for the Hubble constant in our setup as Hy, =
67.9670% km s~ Mpc!, Hy = 68.7940.59 km s~ Mpc™', and Hy = 67.937023 km s~ Mpc~*
for Model 1, Model 2, and Model 3, respectively. Thus, Model 2, in contrast to Model 1 and
Model 3, provides a larger value for the Hubble constant compared to the ACDM model giv-
ing Hy = 68.2070 33 kms~! Mpc~!, and therefore, we can reduce the Hubble tension slightly
in our scenario.

We checked the consistency of the particle production cosmology with the HST data
which are related to the local surveys of the Hubble parameter in the redshift interval
0.07 < z < 1.965. Our analysis implies that although Model 2 and Model 3 in our scenario
provide a better fit with the CMB, SNI, BAO, and Riess et al. (2019) data, the standard
ACDM cosmology fits the HST data better than the three cases of particle production in
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our setting. From the evolution of H(z)/(1 4 z) versus redshift, we concluded that the
deviation in the background dynamics relative to ACDM is more clear at the high redshifts,
and in these redshifts, the particle production models result in smaller values for the Hubble

parameter.

The diagram of the deceleration parameter ¢(z) indicates that our particle production
scenario arrives at the accelerated phase of the Universe earlier than ACDM. Also, the
present values of EoS in all three investigated models involving particle production get more
negative amounts than the ACDM result. weg in Model 3 is very close to the ACDM result,

due to a tiny value of 5.

Then, we focused on the implications of our scenario in light of the linear perturbations
quantities. We solved the equations of the density contrasts numerically, and used the
solutions to estimate the growth factor fog(z). We assessed our findings in light of the
cosmological data from the LSS measurements. The value of x?os for the utilized data
sample is acquired as 42.92, 39.85, 45.38, and 45.29 for Model 1, Model 2, Model 3, and
ACDM, respectively. Therefore, particle production models 1 and 2 yield a better fit to the
LSS data in comparison with the ACDM model. The best result belongs to Model 2 which
also provides a better fit with the CMB, SNI, BAO, and Riess et al. (2019) data at the level of
background dynamics. The better compatibility of Model 2 with the observations compared
to ACDM at the background level is to some extent due to the one addition degree freedom
(3), but at the perturbation level, its better performance arises primarily from the impact of
the cosmological particle production on the sound speed of inhomogeneities at low redshifts.
Since Model 2 improves the fitting with the background and perturbation data, we refer to
this model as the best case in our particle production scenario that deserves more studies
in future investigations. Specifically, it should be noted that in the functional form that we
regarded for the production rate of this case in the present work, we restricted the particle
production to be more efficient after a fixed special scale factor, as it can be deduced from
Eq. (I5). As an important extension, we can consider a generalized form for the production
rate of this case such that the particle production scale factor to be a free parameter and
be determined by the MCMC analysis. Such a generalization may provide even a better
fit with the observational data for the model. In this way, we may also be able to reduce
the Hy and Sg tension more efficiently. We leave the study of this possibility for future

works. Furthermore, it will much useful to study the non-linear regime of perturbations in
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our particle production scenario and investigate their cosmological implications. We leave

the study of this issue for future investigations too.
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