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ABSTRACT

The Cosmic microwave background (CMB) anisotropies predicted by two cosmological models
are compared, one of them is the standard model of general relativity with cold dark matter and
cosmological constant, whereas the second model is based on a consistent vector-tensor theory of
gravitation explaining solar system and cosmological observations. It is proved that the resulting
differences -between the anisotropies of both models- are due to the so-called late integrated Sachs
Wolfe effect and, consequently, cross correlations between maps of CMB temperatures and tracers
of the dark matter distribution could be used in future to select one of the above models. The role of
reionization is analysed in detail.

Keywords Modified theories of gravity; Cosmology: late integrated Sachs-Wolfe.

1 Introduction

In Ref. [1] an analysis of modified gravity theories, which takes in account current CMB data, was presented. As
it is stated in this paper: "Those models which are close to ΛCDM are in broad agreement with current constraints
on the background cosmology, but the perturbations may still evolve differently and hence it is important to test
their predictions against CMB data". In agreement with these comments, present paper studies the case of another
successfully modified gravity theory that is close to the ΛCDM model.

Any vector-tensor gravity (VTG) theory involves the metric tensor gµν and a vector field Aµ. These fields are coupled
to build up an appropriate action leading to the basic equations via variational calculations.

There are many actions and VTG theories [2, 3] , here we focus our attention on one of these theories free from
quantum ghosts and classical instabilities. It has the same parameterized post-Newtonian limit as general relativity
(GR) and may explain cosmic microwave background (CMB) anisotropies as well as GR [4, 5, 6, 7] . In this vector-
tensor theory, the outer metric corresponding to a spherically symmetric mass distribution has the same form as the
well known Reissner-Nordström solution of Einstein-Maxwell equations [8] , whose source is a charged spherically
symmetric mass distribution. This implies that, in the VTG theory (no charges), there are repulsive gravitational forces
at stellar scales, just as it occurs in Einstein-Maxwell theory for a charged star. These forces might affect neutron star
structure and the gravitational collapse (to be studied elsewhere). Moreover, there is also a gravitational cosmological
repulsion as that due to the cosmological constant. On account of these facts, this theory shall from now on be called
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attractive-repulsive vector-tensor gravity (AR-VTG). As it was claimed in Ref. [7], it is convenient to mention that this
theory is not a particular case of the Generalized Proca Theories (GPT) [9] , which also involve a vector field Aµ.

As it was discussed in Ref. [6], the CMB anisotropies produced at z > 10 are expected to be identical in GR and AR-
VTG; nevertheless, close to z = 10, some AR-VTG scalar cosmological modes (see mode definitions in Refs. [10, 11]),
involved in the equations describing the evolution of the CMB photon distribution function (see Ref. [12]), begin to
deviate from those of GR. These deviations might produce significant differences between the CMB anisotropies of
GR and AR-VTG, but the redshift dependence of these differences requires numerical estimates which are performed
below. Evidently, primary anisotropy is produced at z >> 10 and; consequently, the differences between GR and
AR-VTG anisotropies at z < 10 must be due to some kind of secondary anisotropy. At these low redshifts various
effects are being produced: (i) the effect due to reionization (hereafter called R-effect), which is due to the interaction
of free electrons with CMB photons via Thompson scattering, (ii) the so-called late integrated Sachs-Wolfe (LISW)
effect due to large strictly linear scales, and (iii) the Rees-Sciama effect produced by smaller nonlinear scales.

The Rees-Sciama effect is too small to be detected [13] ; hence, we focus our attention on the R and the LISW effects
[14, 15] . In GR, these effects may be estimated with the code CAMB [16] , whereas a new code (hereafter VTCAMB)
has been specially designed -by us- to carry out the corresponding estimations in the context of AR-VTG (see Ref. [7]).

In this paper, G, a, τ , and z stands for the gravitation constant, the scale factor, the conformal time, and the redshift,
respectively. Our signature is (–,+,+,+). Greek indexes run from 0 to 3, while the latin ones from 1 to 3. Symbol

∇ (∂) stands for a covariant (partial) derivative. Whatever the function f may be, ḟ stands for the partial derivative
with respect to the conformal time. The antisymmetric tensor Fµν is defined by the relation Fµν = ∂µAν − ∂νAµ.
It has nothing to do with the electromagnetic field. Quantities Rµν , R, and g are the covariant components of the
Ricci tensor, the scalar curvature and the determinant of the matrix gµν formed by the covariant components of the
metric, respectively. Units are chosen in such a way that the speed of light, c, takes on the value c = 1. Quantity
∆ℓ = ℓ(ℓ + 1)Cℓ/2π, given in µK2, is considered as a measure of CMB angular power spectra. This quantity and
other ones depending on it are represented in various Figures.

This paper is structured as follows: The AR-VTG theory is summarized in Sect. 2. The origin of the ∆ℓ deviations
between GR and AR-VTG is analysed in Sect. 3, and the variation of these deviations with the redshift is studied in
Sect.4. Finally, section 5 displays our main conclusions and an appropriate discussion.

2 AR-VTG foundations.

2.1 Generalities.

AR-VTG is particular parameterization of the general unconstrained VTG proposed by Will, Nordtvedt and Hellings
[17, 18] in early 1970s. All these theories were based on the action [2]:

I =
1

16πG

∫

(R+ ωAµA
µR+ ηRµνA

µAν

−εFµνF
µν + γ∇νAµ∇νAµ + Lm)

√−g d4x, (1)

where ω, η, ε and γ are arbitrary parameters and Lm is the matter Lagrangian density, which couples matter with the
fields of the VTG theory.

There is a detailed analysis of the viability for VTG’s theories in Ref. [19] which determines the theories that may
deserve our attention. This studio includes the calculation of the propagation speeds for the different perturbation
modes and also the conditions for the absence of quantum ghosts. Regarding Ref. [19] the parameterization ω = 0,
η = γ, leaving ε arbitrary is a viable set of theories in terms of classical stability, local gravity constraints and absence
of ghosts. Moreover the perturbations of mentioned model propagate at the speed of light which leads to the absence
of classical unstable modes. AR-VTG theory is obtained when previous parameterization settings are applied to the
general unconstrained VTG.

Let us now briefly summarize the AR-VTG basic equations, which were derived in Refs. [4, 5] from an appropriated
action, which is a particularization of the general vector-tensor action given in Ref. [2]. The resulting field equations
are:

Gµν = 8πG(T µν
GR + T µν

V T ), (2)

2(2ε− γ)∇νFµν = J
A

µ , (3)
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where Gµν is the Einstein tensor, T µν
GR is the GR energy momentum tensor, J

A

µ ≡ −2γ∇µ(∇·A) with ∇·A = ∇µA
µ,

and

T µν
V T = 2(2ε− γ)[Fµ

αF
να − 1

4
gµνFαβF

αβ ]

−2γ[{Aα∇α(∇ ·A) + 1

2
(∇ ·A)2}gµν

−Aµ∇ν(∇ · A)−Aν∇µ(∇ ·A)]. (4)

Equation (3) leads to the following conservation law

∇µJ
A

µ = 0 (5)

for the fictitious current J
A

µ . Moreover, the conservation laws ∇µT
µν
GR = 0 and ∇µT

µν
V T = 0 are satisfied by any

solution of Eqs. (2) and (3).

The pair of parameters (ε, γ) must satisfy the inequality 2ε− γ > 0 to prevent the existence of quantum ghosts and
unstable modes in AR-VTG (see Ref. [19]).

2.2 The background cosmology.

Let us now consider a flat uncharged homogeneous and isotropic background universe with matter and radiation where
the isentropic uncharged perfect fluid is characterized by an energy density ρB and a pressure pB (subscript B refers
to background quantities). In this flat background using conformal time, the metric can be written in the form:

ds2 = a2(τ)[−dτ2 + dr2 + r2dθ2 + r2sin2θdφ2]. (6)

Furthermore, the covariant components of the vector field are (A0B(τ), 0, 0, 0) and tensor Fµν vanish. On the other
hand it is worthwhile to notice that the relation ∇µT

µν
V T = 0 is satisfied (see Ref. [2]) so matter and radiation evolve

as in the standard Friedmann-Robertson-Walker model of GR (immediately ∇µT
µν
GR = 0 is obtained).

Taking into account Fµν = 0, Eq. (3) leads to

J
A

µ ≡ −2γ∇µ(∇ · A) = 0, (7)

and then the quantity (∇ ·A)B is a constant and, consequently, tensor T V T
µν has the same form as the energy-

momentum tensor corresponding to vacuum; namely, one has T V T
µν = −ρV T

B gµν , where ρV T
B = γ

2 (∇ · A)2B =
constat 6= 0 is the energy density due de vector field. This means that the resulting theory is equivalent to GR plus a
cosmological constant. In terms of the component A0B(τ) the equation (7) is

Ä0B + 2A0B

(

ä

a
− 3

ȧ2

a2

)

= 0, (8)

while equations 2 are

3
ȧ2

a2
= 8πGa2(ρB + ρV T

B ) (9)

and

−2
ä

a
+

ȧ2

a2
= 8πGa2(pB + pV T

B ), (10)

where

ρV T
B = −pV T

B = 1
2γ(∇ ·A)2B =

γ

2a4
(Ȧ0B + 2

ȧ

a
A0B)

2. (11)

Hence the equation of state is wV T ≡ pV T /ρV T = −1 , so due the energy density of the evolving field is constant,
we can state that this field acts as a cosmological constant. Obviously the condition γ > 0 must be required to have a
positiveAµ energy density in the background universe (see Ref. [6]); hence, taking into account the previous inequality
2ε− γ > 0, the inequalities ε > γ

2 > 0 must be satisfied.

The necessary initial values for the integration are obtained at high redshift (zin ∼ 108) during the radiation dominated
era, where it’s found that a ∝ τ and A0B(τ) ∝ τ3 satisfy the above background field equations. At z = zin one finds:

τin =

(

ȧ

a

)

−1

in

, (A0B)in = − (∇ · A)B
5(1 + zin)

(

ȧ

a

)

−1

in

. (12)

Subscript "in" of previous quantities refers to initial values at z = zin.
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2.3 The cosmological perturbations.

In order to describe cosmological perturbations, the formalism summarized in Ref. [10] (see also Ref. [11]) is used. In
this formalism there are three types of perturbations whose evolution is independent during the linear regime: scalar,
vector, and tensor fluctuations. There are no tensor modes involved in the expansion of the introduced vector field,
so the existing ones satisfy the same equations as in GR. Formally the vector fluctuations are as in Einstein-Maxwell.
The main reason lies in the fact that the action (1) is full equivalent to

I =
1

16πG

∫

[R+ (12γ − ε)FµνF
µν + γ(∇ ·A)2 + Lm]

√−g d4x (13)

for the parameterization ω = 0, η = γ, and this action differs in essence, from the Einstein-Maxwell one, in the term
proportional to (∇ · A)2, which is an scalar.

At linear level the vector perturbation of the vector field can be written A
(1)
µ =

(

0, A(1)Q
(1)
i

)

, where Q
(1)
i are the

vector harmonics which are a solution of the Helmholtz equation ∇2Q
(1)
i = −k2Q

(1)
i (see Ref. [10]), and k is the

wave number that sets the spatial scale of the perturbation. The evolution equation for the vector modes amplitude

A(1) is [7]

Ä(1) + k2A(1) = 0. (14)

It’s interesting realize that this mode is uncoupled from the rest of mode equations, so it has no impact on the evolution
of the other modes.

Finally, all the scalar modes of GR are also involved in AR-VTG but, in order to describe the scalar modes associated

to the field Aµ, we introduce a new gauge invariant scalar mode [5, 6] (∇ ·A)(0) which is the first order term in the
harmonic expansion of the scalar function (∇ · A) defined as follows:

(∇ ·A) = (∇ · A)B + (∇ · A)(0)Q(0), (15)

where the scalar harmonic Q(0) is a solution of the Helmholtz equation ∇2Q(0) = −k2Q(0) (see Ref. [10]). There
are no more independent AR-VTG scalar modes. From Eq. (7), following uncoupled differential equation for the new
mode is obtained:

(∇ ·A)(0)•• + 2aH(∇ ·A)(0)• + k2(∇ ·A)(0) = 0. (16)

This equation just involves, apart from the new AR-VTG scalar mode and its derivatives, the background functions
a(τ), H(τ) ≡ ȧ/a2 and the wave number. It’s convenient to write scalar perturbation equations in the synchronous
gauge and in terms of the scalar modes defined in Ref. [12], the reason is because those are the functions and gauge
used by the original CAMB code and the modified one VTCAMB. There are just AR-VTG corrections terms to the
standard GR in equations (21a)–(21c) derived in Ref. [12], this set of modified equations are:

k2η̃ − 1
2aH

˙̃h = −4πG
[

a2ρB δ̃ +Ψ
(0)
A

]

, (17)

k2 ˙̃η = 4πG

[

a2(ρB + pB)θ̃ +
γ

8πG
k2A0B(∇ · A)(0)

]

, (18)

¨̃
h+ 2aH

˙̃
h− 2k2η̃ = −24πG

[

a2pBπL −Ψ
(0)
A

]

, (19)

where Ψ
(0)
A ≡ − γ

8πG

[

a2(∇ ·A)B(∇ ·A)(0) +A0B(∇ ·A)(0)•
]

. In the above equations η̃ and h̃ are the scalar modes

related with the metric while δ̃, θ̃ and πL are the scalar modes related with fluid (density fluctuation, divergence of
fluid velocity and the isotropic pressure perturbation, respectively). The same functions (without the tilde) and its
definitions are found in Ref. [12], while the πL one can be located in Ref. [10]. The rest of scalar modes equations
remain unaltered (see Eqs. (92) and subsequent in paper Ref. [12]).

As in previous subsection, initial conditions equations for the AR-VTG scalar modes at redshift (zin ∼ 108) in the
radiation dominated era, are obtained. In GR the initial conditions equations involve a normalization constant named
C at Ref. [12] while in AR-VTG it involves an extra one we call D, that is related with the initial spectrum of the new

scalar mode in the following manner: (∇ · A)(0) = Dk4. The complete set of modified initial conditions equations
can be found in Ref. [7] labelled as (2.23).
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3 CMB anisotropy differences between GR and AR-VTG.

3.1 Numerical computational fitting.

In order to fit observational data with the model predictions an adapted and modified version of the standard well
known codes COSMOMC [21] (hereafter VTCOSMOMC) and CAMB have been used. There are a lot of tasks
related with the adaptation and modifications of the codes as the inclusion of the background and scalar modes extra
field equations, and its corresponding initial conditions equations, the modification of the scalar modes equations
including the new terms and again its modified corresponding initial conditions equations. But this is not enough,
the introduction of the new parameter implies changes at original COSMOMC (the Markov sample chains generator
software) code, modifications related with the integration steps in wave number k and in time, numerical issues and
other technical concerns.

As related in the above subsection there is a new constant D whose absolute value |D| normalizes the spectrum of the
vector field Aµ (its divergence) scalar cosmological perturbations. This is the new parameter that has been added in the
different fitting calculations. Apart of the mentioned above, we include six GR parameters to conform a minimal base
model to fit, those parameters are: Ωbh

2, ΩDMh2, τre, ns, log[1010As], and θ, where Ωb and ΩDM are the density
parameters of baryons and dark matter, respectively, h is the reduced Hubble constant, τre is the reionization optical
depth, ns is the spectral index of the power spectrum of scalar modes, and As is the normalization constant of the same
spectrum whose form is P (k) = Ask

ns , finally, the parameter θ (angular acoustic scale) is defined by the relation
θ × 10−2 = rs(z∗)/dA(z∗), where rs(z∗) is the sound horizon at decoupling redshift z∗, and dA(z∗) is the angular
diameter distance at the same redshift. This minimal base model is expanded for some cases when tensor modes are
included, in such a case, following additional parameters are considered: r0.05 (the primordial tensor to scalar initial
amplitude at the pivot scale of k0 = 0.05Mpc−1), and dns/d lnk (running index).

Table 1: Minimal fit for 6 (GR) + 1 (D) parameters in the AR-VTG model. The evidence sources used are Planck
CMB anisotropies and WMAP polarization anisotropy at low ℓ . 23.

Parameter Best Fit 68% Lower Limit 68% Upper Limit

D × 10−8 1.596 -2.149 2.149
Ωbh

2 0.02216 0.02179 0.02235

ΩDMh2 0.1187 0.1169 0.1222
τre 0.0893 0.0749 0.1013
ns 0.9657 0.9535 0.9684

log[1010As] 3.085 3.060 3.110
θ 1.0411 1.0407 1.0419

A variety combination of evidence sources that includes Ia supernovae (SNIa), WMAP 7 years CMB anisotropies
(WP7), Planck CMB anisotropies (Planck), WMAP polarization anisotropy at low ℓ . 23 (WP), baryon acoustic
oscillations (BAO), have been used. A complete analysis of the results can be found at Ref. [6] and Ref. [7], how-
ever let us summarize useful obtained information for the current studio. When the constant D is considered as an
additional parameter to be adjusted and a certain confidence level is assumed, we have found that, in AR-VTG fitting
calculations, most GR parameters belong to intervals wider than those of the GR fitting calculations and, consistently,
quantity |D| takes on non-vanishing values. As a sample see Fig. 1 where the left four panels represent the normal-
ized likelihood for different standard GR parameters (the best fit values, including the 68% confidence intervals can
be found at Table 1); at the stretched right panel the normalized likelihood function for the running index parameter,
when tensor modes are included, is presented. This is a pattern that is repeated when using different evidence data
sources combinations and strongly suggests that a parameter D 6= 0 facilitates the adjustments between predictions
and cosmological observations.

Parameter |D| plays a positive statistical role in the study of AR-VTG scalar perturbations. Depending on the set of ev-
idence sources considered and the inclusion or not of tensor fluctuations (and the parameters related with it), different
intervals for the confidence level of 1σ (68%), 2σ (95%), and 3σ (99.7%) are achieved. The Fig. 2 represents a sum-
mary of mentioned results, for instance at 2σ confidence level those are: [−3.876, 3.876] for just scalar perturbations
and Planck + WP, [−4.005, 4.005] same as previous one but including BAO, and [−5.442, 5.442] when including
tensor modes with running index and using Planck + WP as evidence sources.
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Figure 1: Five panels representing the normalized to unity (P/Pmax) marginalized likelihood function for different
standard GR parameters; Ωm is the density parameter of matter and H0 is the Hubble constant parameter. Black colour
represents the function for GR while the red one is used for AR-VTG.

3.2 On the CMB anisotropy differences.

Let us now describe the method used to analyse the origin of the CMB anisotropy differences between GR and AR-
VTG.

Codes CAMB and VTCAMB are used to estimate the R and LISW effects at z ≤ 10. Reionization is modelled by
using the standard optical depth τre parameter.

In any case, results from CAMB based on a minimal six parameters fit model are compared with the results obtained
with VTCAMB for the same values of the six parameters plus a new parameter characteristic of AR-VTG. This
parameter labelled D will take on the value 4 × 108, which was proved to be compatible with CMB observations at
the 2σ confidence level (see previous subsection and Ref. [7]).

We use two sets of six parameters obtained in previous papers -in the context of GR- to fit theoretical predictions
and observations. These sets are hereafter called ΛCDM−2013 and ΛCDM−2015. The six parameter values for
ΛCDM−2013 (ΛCDM−2015) are given in the first (second) data row of Table 2.

Table 2: Two minimal fits (six parameters) in the standard ΛCDM model.

Parameters Ωbh
2 ΩDMh2 τre ns log[1010As] θ

ΛCDM− 2013 0.02209 0.1195 0.0927 0.9633 3.093 1.0415
ΛCDM− 2015 0.02227 0.1184 0.067 0.9681 3.064 1.04106
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Figure 2: Marginalized distribution functions normalized to unity for the parameter D × 10−8 in various fits. The
dotted red curve was built with WMAP and SNIa data whereas blue solid, black, and green lines provide (P/Pmax)
use Planck + WP just with scalar modes, Planck + WP including tensor modes without running index, and Planck +
WP including tensor modes and running index, respectively.

Five of the six parameters given by CAMB -in the GR context- take on similar values whatever the observational data
may be (WMAP, PLANCK, and so on); however, parameter τre depends on the CMB polarization data used in fit
calculations. The ΛCDM−2013 parameter values –obtained in Ref. [7]– were derived by using Planck data about the
CMB temperature distribution, plus WMAP data on CMB polarization anisotropy at low ℓ . 23, and the resulting
τre is close to 0.093 (first data row of Table 2); nevertheless, the ΛCDM−2015 parameter values, given in the second
data row of Table 2, were derived in Ref. [20] by using both temperature and polarization Planck data (see column 3
of Table 4 in this last reference); in this second case, the parameter value τre is close to 0.067; namely, this parameter
is rather smaller than that of the ΛCDM−2013 fit, which is a consequence of important differences in the polarization
data. Both fits have been performed by using CAMB and COSMOMC codes. December 2013 (November 2015)
versions were used to get the ΛCDM−2013 (ΛCDM−2015) parameter values.

As it has been stated in Sect. 1, the differences between the CMB anisotropies of GR and AR-VTG must be due to a
combination of the R and LISW effects at z ≤ 10. Reionization contributes to the LISW effect [14] (R1-effect) and,
moreover, it also creates anisotropy due to path mixing, Doppler effects due to motions in the reionization electron
distribution, and so on (R2-effect). Our main goal is to disentangle the R1, R2, and LISW contributions to find out
the nature of the aforementioned differences. Since there are well defined terms giving the LISW effect -in CAMB
and VTCAMB- and these terms include reionization contributions (R1-effect), we can proceed as follows:

i Once a data row of Table 2 has been selected and the value D = 4 × 108 has been fixed, Codes CAMB and
VTCAMB may be used to calculate the total ∆ℓ numbers in GR and AR-VTG, respectively.
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Figure 3: Top left (right) panel shows the total CMB angular power spectrum ∆ℓ for ΛCDM− 2013 (ΛCDM− 2015)
parameters. In these panels, solid (dotted) line corresponds to the ΛCDM model of GR (AR-VTG with D = 4× 108).
Bottom panels present the relative deviations, δrelℓ , between GR and AR-VTG, for the pairs of curves displayed in the
top panels located at the same column.

ii For the same parameters, the LISW contribution to the ∆ℓ quantities may be easily calculated. This computation
may be performed by integrating, from redshift 10 to 0, only the terms giving the LISW effect (including R1);
namely, by canceling any other contribution to the CMB angular power spectrum, including R2 reionization
effects (not contained in LISW); in this way, only the reionization contribution, R1, to the LISW effect is taken
into account.

Results obtained with this procedure may be used to calculate, for the chosen parameters, both absolute and relative
deviations between the GR and AR-VTG angular power spectra. These deviations may be estimated for the total ∆ℓ

quantities, and also for the LISW contribution to the angular power spectrum. The absolute deviations are δabsℓ =
|∆ℓ(GR) − ∆ℓ(AR − V TG)|, whereas the relative ones are δrelℓ = 2[|∆ℓ(GR) − ∆ℓ(AR − V TG)|]/[∆ℓ(GR) +
∆ℓ(AR − V TG)]. These deviations are presented in Figs. 3 to 6.

The top panels of Fig. 3 exhibit the total ∆ℓ quantities obtained from the parameters of the first (ΛCDM−2013, left)
and second (ΛCDM−2015, right) rows of Table 2. In these panels, solid (dotted) lines correspond to GR (AR-VTG
theory with D = 4 × 108). From the comparison of solid and dashed lines it follows that, for D = 4 × 108, there
are deviations from GR in the ℓ interval represented. For ℓ > 60, both theories lead to almost the same angular
power spectrum. The relative deviations are given in the bottom panels, where it can be seen that the values of these
deviations are close to 0.06 (6%) for ℓ values in the interval (10,20), being greater than 0.01 (1%) between ℓ = 2 and
ℓ = 60. We will not discuss the importance of these deviations, as it was already done in previous papers [6, 7] from
the statistical point of view. We are only interested in the nature of these deviations, which are not either negligible
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Figure 4: Top panels are as those of Fig. 3, but ∆ℓ is here the LISW contribution to the total CMB angular power
spectra. In bottom panels, the dashed (dotted) line displays the absolute deviations, δabsℓ , between GR and AR-VTG,
for the pairs of curves shown inside the top panel located in the same column of this Figure (of Fig. 3).

or too large for the chosen D value. The key question now is: what kind of effect produces the relative deviations
represented in Fig. 3? To answer this question we use Figs. 4 and 5. We have to emphasize that these two figures
also reveals us that, while the aforementioned relative deviations in the ℓ interval are around a 6%, when the isolate
contribution due LISW is consider, those deviations reach, and even exceed, a 100%.

If the absolute deviations corresponding to the total ∆ℓ quantities and those of the LISW contribution (including
R1) may be considered the same; namely, if the differences among these two absolute deviations are smaller than
the numerical errors in the Cℓ coefficients due to CAMB and VTCAMB, it can be stated that the total deviations
between GR and AR-VTG are fully due to the LISW effect; however, if these differences are greater than the expected
numerical errors, a part of the total deviations between GR and AR-VTG would be due to reionization through effects
which are not included in the total LISW (R1).

Each of the top panels of Fig. 4 has the same structure as the corresponding top panel of Fig. 3; only the displayed
quantities are different in these figures: the total ∆ℓ coefficients in Fig. 3 and the contribution due to the LISW in Fig. 4.
In the bottom panels of this last Figure, there are two lines, the dashed line gives the absolute differences between GR
and AR-VTG corresponding to the total Cℓ coefficients represented in the top panels of Fig. 3, whereas the dotted
line displays the absolute differences of the LISW contributions given in the top panels of Fig. 4. The coincidence
of these lines, which are indistinguishable to the eye, suggests us that the total deviations between GR and AR-VTG
are essentially due to the LISW effect (see previous paragraph). See also section 5 for a detailed measurement of the
relative deviations between the dotted and dashed lines of the bottom panels.

9



Interpreting deviations between AR-VTG and GR

10
1

10
2

ℓ

0

50

100

150

200

250

300

350

400

∆
ℓ
µ
K

2

10
1

10
2

ℓ

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

δ
a
b
s

ℓ
µ
K

2

10
1

10
2

ℓ

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

δ
a
b
s

ℓ
µ
K

2

Figure 5: Left and central panels have the same structure as the left top and left bottom panels of Fig. 4. In the panels
of this Figure, quantities ∆ℓ and δabs have been calculated in the absence of reionization. In the right panel, solid
(dashed) line gives LISW absolute deviations, δabs, between GR and AR-VTG with (without) reionization. All the
curves correspond to the case ΛCDM−2013.

Let us now repeat our estimations of the total ∆ℓ quantities and the LISW contributions to them in the absence of
reionization. For the sake of briefness, only the results corresponding to ΛCDM−2013 parameters (first data row of
Table 2) are presented. Similar results have been verified for ΛCDM−2015 parameters (second data row of Table 2).
Since only the LISW effect is producing CMB anisotropy at z < 10, the total and LISW absolute deviations between
GR and AR-VTG must coincide. This fact has been verified and results are presented in Fig. 5. Left and central panels
of this figure have the same structure as top left and bottom left panels of Fig. 4. The two curves of the central panel
are almost identical (see section 5 for measurements of deviations), which confirms that the total anisotropy is a LISW
effect. Right panel shows LISW absolute deviations between GR and AR-VTG with and without reionization. It is
evident that reionization affects the LISW absolute deviations (R1-effect), but the absolute deviations of the total Cℓ

quantities are affected in such a way that the two curves of the bottom left panel of Fig. 4 (with reionization) are very
similar, and those of the central panel of Fig. 5 (without reionization) are also almost identical.

Fig. 6 shows absolute (left) and relative (right) differences between GR and AR-VTG for the LISW contributions to
∆ℓ. Solid lines (ΛCDM−2013 parameters) and dotted lines (ΛCDM−2015) do not coincide. A remarkable difference
appears in both cases since reionization is very different for ΛCDM−2013 and ΛCDM−2015 parameters (see the
values of parameter τre in Table 2). In spite of this fact, the total ∆ℓ quantities are also different for ΛCDM−2013
and ΛCDM−2015 and, as it may be appreciate in the two bottom panels of Fig. 4, where the dotted and dashed curves
almost coincide for ΛCDM−2013 (left) and also for ΛCDM−2015 (right), which strongly suggests that -whatever
the fit parameters may be- total deviations are due to the LISW effect at z < 10.
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Figure 6: Left (right) panel shows absolute (relative) LISW deviations between GR and AR-VTG. Solid (dotted) lines
correspond to ΛCDM−2013 (ΛCDM−2015).

3.3 The LISW in the best fit models.

Once that the nature of the deviations between RG and AR-VTG, and how these differences are generated in terms of
redshift have been presented, it’s interesting to compare the LISW anisotropies predictions between best fit models.

So now, instead of use the parameter set values of a LCDM best fit model to be compared with an AR-VTG model
that is built from the first one, that is, uses the mentioned parameter set values of the LCDM best fit model, plus a
reasonable value for the characteristic AR-VTG parameter (D parameter), the two models to be used are: the LCDM-
2013 minimal fit (see first row of Table 2) and the AR-VTG best fit model presented in Table 1.

The results of the predictions of the LISW contribution to the CMB anisotropies, of the aforementioned models, are
presented in Fig. 7. As in previous comparisons, the maximum absolute differences are reached in the range of ℓ
(10,20), this time those relative deviations are ∼ 50% when examining just the LISW contributions, however, when
the total CMB anisotropies are considered, those maximums are between ∼ 1% and ∼ 2%. It has been described in
section 3.1 that a set of different results have been obtained when different evidences sources and extended models are
studied (see Refs. [6, 7] for details), in this global context, we can affirm that the total CMB anisotropies differences
reach a maximum between ∼ 2% and ∼ 5%. If we also take into account that, except in the particular case of
considering tensor modes and running index, the best fit values obtained for the common parameters of GR and
AR-VTG models are very similar, we may conclude that a reasonable doubt exists as to whether CMB has enough
discriminating character. Another important issue to take into account is the fact that the low values ℓ of the CMB are
mainly affected by cosmic variance. In such a case additional cross-correlation tests might be useful. In such a case
additional cross-correlation tests might be useful.
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Figure 7: Presented panels as are those like left and middle in Fig. 5, but the parameter values correspond to the LCDM
2013 model presented at first row of Table 2 for the solid line, while for the dotted line, the parameters values are those
located in Table 1 for the AR-VTG fit.

The cross-correlation between CMB and some tracers of large scale structure surveys (LSS) was first proposed by
Crittenden and Turok (see Ref. [22]), allowing us to isolate the LISW anisotropy contribution. These cross-correlations
and certain statistical estimators have been successfully used to provide a physical evidence for dark energy [23], to
derive constraints on the dark energy [24, 25] or neutrino masses [26], to detect coupling between dark energy and
dark matter at low redshifts [27], and other issues. But also provides a mechanism for differentiating dark energy from
a modified gravity, even for an identical background expansion [28, 29] which is the case we are dealing with.

Although a complete study, based on new cross-correlations, is out of the scope of current paper, we will present
below some preliminary results in this regard. With this aim, next we will compare some cross-correlations theoretical
predictions for GR and AR-VTG, and for that purpose, let us first introduce and define some suitable useful concepts.

The temperature fluctuation due the ISW effect in a certain direction n̂1 is provided by the expression:

∆T

T
(n̂1) = −2

∫

e−τre(z)
dΦ

dz
(n̂1, z) dz, (20)

where e−τre(z) is the visibility function of the photons, and Φ is the gravitational potential in the Newtonian gauge.
The observed density contrast for a certain direction n̂2 is given by:

δg (n̂2) =

∫

bg (z)
dN

dz
(z) δm (n̂2, z) dz, (21)

12
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where bg(z) is the galaxy bias, dN/dz is the selection function of the survey, and δm is the matter density fluctuation.
For a certain map of CMB anisotropies and a survey of galaxies the cross-correlation and the auto-correlation function
are defined as:

CTg (θ) ≡
〈

∆T

T
(n̂1) δg (n̂2)

〉

, (22)

and
Cgg (θ) ≡ 〈δg (n̂1) δg (n̂2)〉 , (23)

with the average, denoted by the angular brackets, carried over all the pairs at the equal angular distance θ = |n̂1 − n̂2|.
For computing purposes we decompose these quantities using the Legendre polynomials Pℓ:

CTg (θ) =

∞
∑

ℓ=2

2ℓ+ 1

4π
CTg

ℓ Pℓ [cos (θ)] , (24)

the cross-correlation and the autocorrelation power spectra are obtained from:

CTg
ℓ = 4π

∫

dk

k
∆2 (k) IISW

ℓ (k) Igℓ (k) , (25)

and

Cgg
ℓ = 4π

∫

dk

k
∆2 (k) Igℓ (k) Igℓ (k) , (26)

respectiveliy. The function ∆(k) is the matter power spectrum, and the two integrals functions IISW
ℓ and IISW

ℓ are
defined as follows:

IISW
ℓ = −2

∫

e−τre(z)
dΦk

dz
jℓ [kr (z)] dz, (27)

and

Igℓ =

∫

bg (z)
dN

dz
(z) δkm (z) jℓ [kr (z)] dz, (28)

whereΦk, δkm are the Fourier components of the gravitational potential and matter perturbations, respectively, jℓ[kr(z)]
are the spherical Bessel functions and r(z) is the commoving distance at redshift z. In order to compute those related
quantities a new version of the CROSS-CMBFAST [24], say VTCROSS-CMBFAST, which in turn is an adaptation
of the well-known CMBFAST [30] code. In order go ahead with the calculations, some functions are still needed,
these are: the galaxy bias bg(z), and the selection function of the survey dN/dz. Let us consider a very simple model

with bg(z) = 1 and dN/dz ∼ z2 exp[−(10z)
1.5

], that is we select a Gaussian distribution for selection function

of the survey as in Ref. [24]. With this set of options and VTCROSS-CMBFAST, the correlation function CTg(θ)
is calculated for the models: AR-VTG best fit (see Table 1), ΛCDM-2013 (row 1 in Table 2) and AR-VTG with
D = 4× 108 (the model introduced in section 3.2).

The results are represented in Fig. 8. At this figure, one observes that both models are quite similar; there are relative
differences of a ∼ 3% located in the range 9 . θ . 17, in fact the main contribution to a CTT

ℓ multipole corresponds
to θ = π/ℓ, so it’s something that might be expected. This is the corresponding ℓ range were we found (in the previous

section) CTT
ℓ deviations between the compared models. The relative differences δrelTg are defined in the same way we

did in section 3.2 for δrelℓ .

4 On the generation of absolute deviations δabs
ℓ

.

After analysing the nature of the differences between the CMB anisotropies in GR and AR-VTG, let us study how
these differences are generated between redshifts 10 and 0. To do that, the differences have been estimated while the
redshift varies from 10, to 5, 4, 3, 2, 1 and 0. Results are presented in Fig. 9, where each panel corresponds to one of
the above redshift variations, which is given above the panel.

For the ΛCDM−2013 parameters, the black dashed lines (ΛCDM model of GR) must be compared with the red
dashed lines (AR-VTG with D = 4× 108). The separation between these lines measures the differences between the

13



Interpreting deviations between AR-VTG and GR

10
0

10
2

θ deg

-0.05

0

0.05

0.1

0.15

0.2

0.25

0.3

C
T
g
(θ
)
µ
K

10
0

10
2

θ deg

-0.05

0

0.05

0.1

0.15

0.2

0.25

0.3

C
T
g
(θ
)
µ
K

10 12 14 16

θ deg

0

0.005

0.01

0.015

0.02

0.025

0.03

0.035

δ
re
l

T
g

Figure 8: Left (middle) panel represents the CTg(θ) correlations, the solid line has been built using the ΛCDM-2013

parameters model while the red dashed (dotted) one corresponds to AR-VTG best fit (AR-VTG with D = 4 × 108)
settings. In the right panel, dotted (dashed) line provides the relative deviations in the 9 < θ < 17 range

CMB anisotropies in GR and AR-VTG. Top left panel shows that, for 10 > z > 5, these ∆ℓ differences reach only a
few tenths of µK2, and for 10 > z > 3 (top right panel) a few µK2; hence, we can conclude that the differences are
essentially generated for 3 > z > 0. See bottom panels for details.

The same may be concluded, for the ΛCDM−2015 parameters, from the comparison between black dotted lines
(ΛCDM model of GR) and red dotted lines (AR-VTG with D = 4 × 108); hence, the conclusion that the differences
between the CMB anisotropies in GR and AR-VTG is mainly generated for 3 > z > 0, is a robust conclusion almost
independent on the selected parameters.

5 Discussion and conclusions.

Our main conclusions are the following: The total absolute ∆ℓ deviations, between the ΛCDM model of GR and AR-
VTG with D = 4×108, are due to the LISW effect (includingR1). These deviations are essentially produced between
redshifts 3 and 0 with the main part generated for z ≤ 1. The relative deviations are close to 6% for 10 ≤ ℓ ≤ 20 and
greater than 1% for 2 ≤ ℓ ≤ 60.

Up to now, the nature of the aforementioned deviations has been suggested by the fact that the dotted and dashed lines
of three panels are almost identical to the eye. These three panels are the left bottom panel of Fig. 4 (ΛCDM−2013 pa-
rameters with reionization), the central panel of Fig. 5 (ΛCDM−2013 parameters without reionization), and the right
bottom panel of Fig. 4 (ΛCDM−2015 parameters with reionization). Let us now prove that the relative differences,

δ̂relℓ , between the dotted and the dashed lines of each of these three panels are smaller than the relative errors of CAMB
and VTCAM calculations, which, based on our hard numerically computational tests and the settings we fix in terms
of a balance between accuracy and performance, may be estimated to be around 1%. These relative differences are

δ̂relℓ = 2[|δabsℓ (dot)− δabsℓ (dash)|]/[δabsℓ (dot) + δabsℓ (dash)]. Quantities δ̂relℓ are given in the three panels of Fig. 10.
In any case, these quantities are smaller than 0.001 and, consequently, they are smaller than the numerical errors.

The LISW effect, relevant for ℓ ≤ 100, is produced at low redshifts and, consequently, it may be detected by looking
for cross correlations between the CMB temperature distribution and tracers of the dark matter distribution on large
spatial scales [22]. This kind of detection has been recently achieved by using Planck data and appropriate tracers;
see Ref. [31], where it is claimed that some detected cross-correlations are compatible with the ΛCDM predictions;
although other models may also be admissible. Previous detections are also listed in Ref. [31].

Since the LISW effects are distinct in the ΛCDM model of GR and in AR-VTG with D = 4 × 108, with small
relative differences (reaching values close to 6%), as it has been mentioned at the beginning of this section, the cross
correlations predicted in the contexts of both models should be also different although comparable and; then, the
question is: Could we select one of these models by comparing the cross-correlations predicted in them with those
observed? Could we do that with high statistical significance? In section 3.1 we have outlined what could be a
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Figure 9: LISW contributions to ∆ℓ generated in the redshift intervals indicated above the panels. There are two
black and two red curves in each panel. Black (red) dashed lines show LISW contributions to ∆ℓ for ΛCDM−2013
in the ΛCDM model of GR (AR-VTG with D = 4 × 108). Same for black and red dotted lines in the ΛCDM−2015
parameter configuration.

continuity way for this research, in such a case, we should use more complex models and estimators. A deep study on
this line is out of the scope of this paper, but could lead to the selection of one of the AR-VTG models in future.
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