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CNRS, UPS, CNES, 14 Av. Edouard Belin, 31400 Toulouse, France

(Dated: February 19, 2025)

Since dark matter particles have never been directly detected, we do not know how they move,
and in particular we do not know how they fall inside gravitational potential wells. Usually it is
assumed that dark matter only interacts gravitationally with itself and with particles of the standard
model, and therefore that its motion is governed by Euler’s equation. In this paper, we test this
assumption for the first time at cosmological scales, by combining measurements of galaxy velocities
with measurements of gravitational potential wells, encoded in the Weyl potential. We find that
current data are consistent with Euler’s equation at redshifts z ∈ [0.3, 0.8], and we place constraints
on the strength of a potential fifth force, which would alter the way dark matter particles fall. We
find that a positive fifth force cannot exceed 7% of the gravitational interaction strength, while a
negative fifth force is limited to 21%. The coming generation of surveys, including the Legacy Survey
of Space and Time (LSST) of the Vera C. Rubin Observatory and the Dark Energy Spectroscopic
Instrument (DESI) will drastically improve the constraints, allowing to constrain a departure from
pure gravitational interaction at the level of 2%.

I. INTRODUCTION

One of the current main challenges of cosmology and of particle physics is to understand the nature and properties
of dark matter. In the simplest model, dark matter is made of cold collisionless particles, which interact only
gravitationally with particles of the standard model. This so-called “cold dark matter” feels gravity in the same way
as standard matter, i.e., it moves along the same geodesics and obeys Euler’s equation. The existence of such cold
dark matter particles is supported by cosmological observations over a wide range of scales, from the motion of stars
in galaxies, and that of galaxies in clusters [1], to the large-scale structure of the Universe [2, 3] and the temperature
fluctuations of the Cosmic Microwave Background (CMB) [4–6].

However, since no direct observation of such a particle has been made yet, it is legitimate to question these assumptions
and explore models beyond the cold dark matter paradigm. In particular, it is important to test the validity of Euler’s
equation for dark matter to determine if it falls indeed in the same way inside a gravitational potential well as standard
matter. A violation of Euler’s equation for dark matter can either be gravitational, i.e., due to a breaking of the weak
equivalence principle within gravity, which could couple differently to different types of matter, see e.g., [7]. Or it
can be due to non-gravitational dark matter interactions, either with particles of the standard model [8–10], with a
dark sector, e.g., dark radiation [11, 12] or dark energy [13–15], or with themselves [16–18]. Such interactions would
directly alter the way dark matter particles fall in a gravitational potential and break the validity of Euler’s equation.
In this work we focus on the second scenario: we assume that gravity is described by general relativity, which obeys
the weak equivalence principle, and we search for deviations in Euler’s equation due to non-gravitational dark matter
interactions.

Extensive searches for dark matter particles and their (non-gravitational) interactions have been performed via various
methods: searches for dark matter collisions with particles of the standard model in Earth-based detectors, called
direct search experiments, e.g., [19–22]; searches of products of dark matter decays by looking for new signals from
the cosmos, called indirect search experiments, e.g., [23, 24]; and searches of dark matter particles in colliders,
in particular at the Large Hadron Collider, see [25–29]. Since non-gravitational dark matter interactions (if they
exist) are believed to be mediated by new particles, colliders are also searching for traces of these new particles,
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e.g., [30, 31]. In addition, non-gravitational dark matter interactions can be studied through their impact on the
formation of astrophysical objects, like galaxy clusters. Self-interacting dark matter would indeed lead to a non-
trivial signature in the central core of dark matter halos [32, 33] and in the alignment of galaxies [34]. In this work,
we take a complementary approach, and we search for dark matter interactions at cosmological scales by probing
the validity of Euler’s equation for galaxies. Since galaxies are mainly made of dark matter, by testing the relation
between the velocity of galaxies and the gravitational potential Ψ, we can directly detect if dark matter particles are
subject to a new force.

Cosmological surveys provide measurements of the galaxy peculiar velocities, through the so-called redshift-space
distortions [35, 36]. The gravitational potential Ψ has however never been measured at cosmological scales. On the
other hand, the Weyl potential, which is the sum of the time distortion Ψ and the spatial distortion Φ, ΨW ≡ (Φ+Ψ)/2,
has recently been measured using gravitational lensing data in a novel way [37]. This approach allowed for a direct
measurement of ΨW at different redshifts. Since in general relativity, the time and spatial distortions are predicted
to be the same at late time (Φ = Ψ), we can use measurements of the Weyl potential ΨW = Ψ to test the validity of
Euler’s equation.

Note that if general relativity is not valid, our test will not hold, since in this case the Weyl potential ΨW may differ
from the time distortion Ψ, and we cannot use it to test the validity of Euler’s equation. Methods have been proposed
to overcome this limitation [38, 39], by measuring directly the distortion of time [40]1, but those require the next
generation of data, including DESI 2, the Euclid satellite 3 and the Square Kilometer Array Observatory (SKAO) 4.
Hence in this study we assume that general relativity is valid, and test for the presence of non-gravitational interactions
(often called fifth force) acting on dark matter in this framework.

We use recent measurements of the Weyl potential at four different redshifts [37], obtained from galaxy-galaxy lensing
and galaxy clustering measurements from the first three years of Dark Energy Survey (DES) data [43], and combine
them with measurements of galaxy velocities (encoded in the growth rate of structure) at 22 redshifts from various
spectroscopic surveys [44–55]. With this we place constraints on the strength of the fifth force at the first four redshift
bins considered for the lens galaxies in the DES Year 3 analysis [43]. We find that the parameter encoding the strength
of the fifth force is compatible with zero at all redshift and can be constrained with an error ranging from 0.17− 0.29,
depending on redshift. Assuming a fifth force with constant strength over the range of observation, we constrain its
amplitude to lie within −21% and 7% of the gravitational interaction strength.

We show that future surveys such as LSST 5 and DESI will improve the constraints, allowing us to detect a departure
from pure gravitational interaction at the level of 3 − 6% per redshift bin, over the range z ∈ [0.51, 1.35]. Assuming
a constant strength tightens the constraints to 2%.

II. METHOD

We assume a perturbed Friedmann-Lemâıtre-Robertson-Walker universe, with a homogeneous and isotropic back-
ground plus perturbations, whose geometry is encoded in the metric:

ds2 = a2(η)
[
−(1 + 2Ψ(x, η))dη2 + (1− 2Φ(x, η))δijdx

jdxj
]
. (1)

Here a is the scale factor, η denotes conformal time, and the two gravitational potentials Ψ (time distortion) and Φ
(spatial distortion) encode the perturbations of the geometry. In addition, the perturbations in the matter content can
be encoded into two extra fields, namely the fluctuations in the galaxy density δg = δρg/ρg and the galaxy peculiar
velocity Vg. In the following we assume that the galaxy velocity is governed by the velocity of the dark matter halo
Vg = Vdm and we drop the subscript dm. As shown in [38], dark matter interactions generically modify Euler’s
equation through two effects: an additional force encoded in the parameter Γ(η) and a friction term encoded in the
parameter θ(η):

V ′ + (1 + θ)V − k

H
(1 + Γ)Ψ = 0 . (2)

1 Alternatively a breaking of Euler’s equation due to modified gravity can be tested through the breaking of consistency relations between
(n+ 1)-points and n-points correlators, see [41, 42].

2 https://www.desi.lbl.gov
3 https://www.euclid-ec.org
4 https://www.skao.int/en
5 https://rubinobservatory.org

https://www.desi.lbl.gov
https://www.euclid-ec.org
https://www.skao.int/en
https://rubinobservatory.org
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In the cold dark matter scenario, Γ = θ = 0 applies. Here V is the galaxy velocity potential in Fourier space, defined
through V(k, η) = ik/kV (k, η), a prime denotes derivative with respect to the logarithm of the scale factor a, and
H = (da/dη)/a is the Hubble parameter in conformal time η. In many models, the parameter θ is negligible compared
to the parameter Γ since it is sensitive to the time evolution of the field (scalar or vector) that governs dark matter
interactions. In the quasi-static approximation the field evolves slowly and θ is negligible, see e.g., [38, 56, 57]. Hence
in the following we concentrate on the dominant effect, the fifth force, and we build a method to measure the strength
of the fifth force represented by Γ. Note that if instead of assuming that the velocity of galaxies is fully driven by the
velocity of dark matter halos, we account for a fraction of baryons that obey Euler’s equation, Γ is replaced by x3

dmΓ
where xdm denotes the fraction of dark matter, see e.g. [58]. In this case, one would constrain the combination x3

dmΓ.

Galaxy surveys and weak lensing surveys cannot measure directly the velocity field V(k, z) and the Weyl potential
ΨW (k, z) = Ψ(k, z) that enter into Euler’s equation (2). However, the time evolution of these two fields can be
measured from the galaxy correlation function and the galaxy-galaxy lensing correlation function. More precisely,
spectroscopic redshift surveys like the Sloan Digital Sky Survey (SDSS) 6 and the WiggleZ Dark Energy Survey 7

measure the growth rate of structure as a function of redshift f̂(z) = f(z)σ8(z), where f(z) = d ln δ/d ln a and σ8(z)

denotes the amplitude of density perturbations in spheres of 8h−1Mpc. The function f̂(z) governs the evolution of
velocities at late time, once radiation is negligible

V (k, z) =
H(z)f̂(z)

H(z∗)f̂(z∗)
V (k, z∗) . (3)

To measure f̂(z) from galaxy surveys, one assumes that at z∗ the matter power spectrum is that of a cold dark
matter universe and can be tightly constrained from CMB measurements, see e.g., [59]. We will therefore keep this
assumption in our analysis and assume that the fifth force is negligible at early time. This is typically the case
if the fifth force is due to interactions of dark matter with dark energy, which is fully negligible at early time. If
the fifth force is due to self-interacting dark matter or dark matter interacting with dark photons however, then its
evolution with time is a priori unknown and it depends on the particular model. In this case, one would need to

modify the matter power spectrum at z∗ and redo the measurements of the growth rate f̂(z) for each model 8. To

keep the model-independence of our method and use current measurements of f̂(z), we therefore restrict our analysis

to models with a negligible fifth force at z∗. Note that f̂ in Eq. (3) does not depend on k. This is strictly correct for

cold dark matter and within general relativity.9 Adding a fifth force may introduce a scale-dependence of f̂ , however
data are currently not constraining enough to test a scale-dependence [59, 62], which is why we omit it.

To test Euler’s equation, in addition to f̂ , we need measurements of the Weyl potential. The Weyl potential governs the
trajectory of light emitted by distant galaxies, and generates distortions in their observed shape. These distortions have
been measured by various surveys and then used to infer the distribution of matter in the Universe, see, e.g., [43, 63].
Recently, Ref. [64] designed a novel method that uses weak lensing data to directly measure the evolution of the
Weyl potential across redshift. This method was applied on DES data, combining galaxy-galaxy lensing with galaxy
clustering, and provided a measurement of the function Ĵ(z) in four redshift bins [37]. This function governs the
evolution of ΨW at late time through (see Ref. [64] for more detail)

ΨW (k, z) =

(
H(z)

H(z∗)

)2
√

B(k, z)

B(k, z∗)
Ĵ(z)

ΨW (k, z∗)

σ8(z∗)
. (4)

Here B(k, z) is a boost factor, encoding the non-linear evolution of matter density perturbations at small scales. The
boost is introduced in the analysis to properly account for non-linearities that affect the lensing correlation function

at small angular separation. In the same way as f̂ , the function Ĵ is scale-independent for cold dark matter and
within general relativity. As before, we neglect the possible scale-dependence introduced by a fifth force, since the
data are not constraining enough to probe this. The only scale-dependence in the evolution of the Weyl potential is

therefore arising through the non-linear boost B(k, z). Consequently, even though f̂ and Ĵ have not been measured
at the same scales, since their values do not depend on the scale we can combine them to test the validity of Euler’s
equation in the regime of interest. Here, we concentrate on large scales, where Euler’s equation is linear in V and
ΨW .

6 https://www.sdss.org
7 https://wigglez.swin.edu.au/site/forward.html
8 Alternatively one can leave the matter power spectrum free and constrain it in k-bands together with the growth rate, as proposed
in [39, 60].

9 Massive neutrinos do introduce a small scale-dependence in the growth rate f , however, in our analysis we have fixed the sum of the
neutrino masses to 0.06 eV, leading to a scale-dependence which is negligible [61].

https://www.sdss.org
https://wigglez.swin.edu.au/site/forward.html
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Table I. We list the first four effective redshifts of the DES MagLim sample along with the respective values of Ĵ(z) obtained

in Ref. [37] (using CMB priors and standard scale cuts), and the values of f̂(z), d ln f̂(z)/d ln(1 + z) and Γ(z), with their 1σ
uncertainty, obtained in this work.

z Ĵ(z) f̂(z) d ln f̂(z)
d ln(1+z)

Γ(z)

0.295 0.325± 0.015 0.459± 0.019 0.28± 0.17 −0.09± 0.17
0.467 0.333± 0.018 0.467± 0.020 0.00± 0.17 0.04± 0.17
0.626 0.387± 0.027 0.461± 0.021 −0.24± 0.24 −0.01± 0.20
0.771 0.354± 0.035 0.448± 0.024 −0.44± 0.31 0.16± 0.29

Inserting Eqs. (3) and (4) in Euler’s equation (2) (setting B = 1 since we restrict the test to the linear regime)
and using Einstein’s equations and the continuity equation to relate ΨW (k, z∗) and V (k, z∗) to δ(k, z∗) we find the
following relation for Γ(z) in the linear regime

1 + Γ(z) =
2f̂(z)

3Ĵ(z)

(
1− d lnH(z)

d ln(1 + z)
− d ln f̂(z)

d ln(1 + z)

)
. (5)

Eq. (5) is a key result of this paper. It shows that by combining measurements of Ĵ , f̂ , and its derivative at a given
redshift z we can directly measure the strength of the fifth force at that redshift. Such measurements do not require
any modeling of the redshift evolution of dark matter interactions: this is directly inferred from the data. From

Eq. (5), we see that these measurements require: 1) measurements of Ĵ and f̂ at the same redshifts; 2) measurements

of the redshift derivative of f̂(z); and 3) measurements of the redshift evolution of the Hubble parameter H(z). In the
following we will assume that 3) is known from background measurements of the expansion history of the Universe,
namely from luminosity distance of supernovae, baryon acoustic oscillations (BAO) and CMB measurements, and we
fix it to a ΛCDM evolution. One can of course extend the method by reconstructing simultaneously H(z) and Γ(z).

III. CONSTRAINTS ON EULER’S EQUATION WITH CURRENT DATA

We use 22 measurements of f̂ between redshifts z = 0.001 and z = 1.944, from various spectroscopic galaxy surveys [44–
55]. The measurements with their uncertainties are listed in Table I of [65].10 Our aim is to infer Γ(z) at the four DES

MagLim effective redshifts where we have measurements of Ĵ : z ∈ {0.295, 0.467, 0.626, 0.771}. We use therefore the

22 measurements of f̂ to reconstruct f̂ and its redshift derivative d ln f̂(z)/d ln(1+ z) at those redshifts. We treat the

four values of f̂ at the DES effective redshifts as free parameters and we interpolate between these parameters using
cubic spline interpolation.11 We then minimize the difference between the interpolated curve and the measurements

of f̂ . The reconstructed values of f̂ at the four MagLim effective redshifts, together with the reconstruction over the
whole redshift range, are plotted in the left panel of Fig. 1 and listed in Table I. The spline reconstruction also allows

us to infer the redshift derivatives d ln f̂(z)/d ln(1 + z) and their uncertainty at the desired redshifts. The results are
plotted in the right panel of Fig. 1 and listed in Table I.

We then use these values, together with the values of Ĵ listed in Table I, to constrain Γ following Eq. (5). The results
for Γ are plotted in Fig. 2 and listed in the last column of Table I (see also the covariance matrix listed in Appendix A).
We see that Γ is compatible with zero at all redshift: current data show therefore no violation of Euler’s equation
for dark matter. Moreover, our results put constraints on the allowed amplitude of the fifth force in each redshift
bin. From Euler’s equation (2), we see that gravitational interaction affects the motion of galaxies through the term
(k/H)Ψ, while the impact of the fifth force is given by Γ × (k/H)Ψ. This allows us to compare the strength of the
fifth force with that of gravitational interaction. For example, in the first redshift bin, the fifth force is constrained
to be within −26% and 8% of the gravitational interaction strength.

10 Note that the 22 values of f̂ used in this analysis do not include the new measurements from DESI [66]. Including these values would

allow a better reconstruction in the higher redshift range z ∼ 1 to z ∼ 2, however, there are currently no measurements of Ĵ available
in this range. At the MagLim effective redshifts, including the DESI values would change the mean values only marginally, and reduce
the error bars slightly by about 20%. Given this small change, we choose to not include the DESI values, as they may be correlated
with some of the measurements in Table I of [65], leading to double-counting of information.

11 As mentioned in [65], a spline interpolation with four free parameters is the choice that minimizes the Akaike information criterion for
this data set. We also note that for this choice, i.e. a cubic spline interpolation with four knots (and applying the standard not-a-knot
condition to fix remaining degrees of freedom), this interpolation method corresponds to a fit with one third-degree polynomial.
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Figure 1. Left panel: The 22 measured data points of f̂ , from Table 1 of Ref. [65] (black points) and their spline reconstruction

with 1σ uncertainty (blue band), leading to the values of f̂ at the four MagLim effective redshifts (red points). Right panel:

Reconstruction of d ln f(z)/d ln(1+ z) based on the spline interpolation of f̂ . For both panels, the prediction assuming no fifth
force and cosmological parameters from Planck [6] is shown as well (black line), being in agreement with the reconstruction at
the 1σ level.

Figure 2. We show the reconstructed values (in red) of the fifth force parameter Γ together with the 1σ uncertainties at the
four effective redshifts of the DES MagLim sample. The measurements show no deviation from Euler’s equation (Γ = 0, black
horizontal line). The green line with error bands shows the best-fit value and 1σ uncertainty assuming a constant value of
Γ. We note that the measurements at different redshifts are correlated, as can be seen from the covariance matrix given in
Appendix A.

We then assume a constant amplitude of the fifth force in the range of observation, and combine the four measurements
(accounting for their covariance). We find that in this case Γ = −0.07± 0.14, meaning that the amplitude of the fifth
force is constrained to be within −21% and 7% of the gravitational interaction strength, see green band in Fig. 2.
Finally, we examine the case where Γ is restricted to be strictly positive. This is motivated by specific models of
dark matter, for example the coupling quintessence models explored in [67], where dark matter is coupled to dark
energy and Γ depends on the square of the coupling strength, thus not allowing any negative fifth force. Under this
restriction, we find that the fifth force cannot exceed 11% of the gravitational interaction, i.e. Γ ≤ 0.11 for the 68%
upper limit (and Γ ≤ 0.24 for the 95% upper limit).

These constraints can be compared with the recent constraints on a dark fifth force, in a specific model with a long-
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Table II. We list the first nine effective redshifts of the LSST sample along with the respective values of Ĵ(z) forecasted in

Ref. [64] with 1σ uncertainties (using the pessimistic case), the values of f̂(z) and d ln f̂(z)/d ln(1 + z) obtained at the same
redshifts using the DESI forecasts [71] and spline interpolation, as well as the resulting values of Γ(z).

z Ĵ(z) f̂(z) d ln f̂(z)
d ln(1+z)

Γ(z)

0.25 0.333± 0.002 0.468± 0.009 0.23± 0.19 0.00± 0.17
0.38 0.360± 0.002 0.474± 0.007 0.05± 0.10 −0.01± 0.09
0.51 0.378± 0.003 0.473± 0.006 −0.11± 0.05 0.00± 0.05
0.65 0.388± 0.003 0.466± 0.004 −0.26± 0.07 0.00± 0.06
0.79 0.391± 0.003 0.453± 0.003 −0.39± 0.07 0.01± 0.06
0.95 0.388± 0.004 0.437± 0.002 −0.48± 0.04 0.00± 0.03
1.13 0.380± 0.004 0.417± 0.002 −0.58± 0.06 0.00± 0.05
1.35 0.337± 0.004 0.392± 0.003 −0.69± 0.07 0.01± 0.05
1.70 0.306± 0.004 0.354± 0.008 −0.76± 0.39 −0.01± 0.26

range dark force mediated by an ultralight scalar field, derived in [68]: using CMB alone, the strength of the fifth
force is constrained to be below 1.2%. Adding BAO tightens the constraints to 0.48%. These constraints are however
not directly linked to a breaking of Euler’s equation, but rather driven by the background evolution of dark matter
density in the model considered. More precisely, due to the additional coupling, the dark matter energy density does
not decay anymore as 1/a3. This directly changes the redshift-distance relation in the Universe, that differs from
ΛCDM predictions, leading to very tight constraints on the coupling. In practice, however, we do not know what is
causing the accelerated expansion of the Universe. It could be a cosmological constant, or it could be a dynamical
scalar field. Changes in distances induced by a dark fifth force are fully degenerated with changes induced by a
dynamical dark energy, with equation of state parameter w ̸= −1. In our work, we explore therefore a fully different
scenario: since a signature at the level of the background cannot uniquely point to the presence of a dark fifth force, we
consider that the impact of both the fifth force and any ingredient impacting the background evolution (for example
the quintessence field in the case of coupled quintessence) can be encoded into an effective equation of state weff . This
is the approach followed, e.g., in [67, 69]. This weff is constrained to be close to −1 by distance measurements and
we therefore fix it to this value in our analysis. We then constrain the fifth force by directly looking at its impact
on Euler’s equation, i.e., at the deviation it would induce on the way dark matter falls into a gravitational potential.
The constraints that we obtain are an order of magnitude larger than those coming from the background evolution
of dark matter density, but the advantage is that any deviations from Γ = 0 would uniquely point to the presence of
a dark fifth force. No (uncoupled) dynamical dark energy model can mimic or hide such a deviation. Our approach
also has the advantage that it applies to interacting dark matter models with a pure momentum exchange, that do
not alter the background, see e.g. [14, 70].

Another key feature of our method is that it does not rely on any model for the fifth force evolution. We do not need
to specify the form of the dark matter interaction, nor the characteristic of the field propagating the fifth force, such
as the form of its potential, or its nature (scalar or vector). Our constraints are therefore model-independent. As
such they can be used to constrain any model of interest, without redoing the analysis, since Γ can be related to the
parameters of the model, see e.g., [38].

IV. FORECASTS WITH FUTURE SURVEYS

Our constraints rely on 22 measurements of f̂ from past and current spectroscopic surveys and 4 measurements of
the Weyl evolution Ĵ from photometric DES data. The coming generation of surveys, including DESI, Euclid, LSST,
and SKAO, holds the potential to drastically improve on these measurements. We forecast therefore the uncertainty

on the fifth force Γ, from a combination of forecast values of f̂ from DESI and of Ĵ from LSST. More precisely, we use

values of f̂ at 17 redshifts between z = 0.15 and z = 1.85 and with 1σ uncertainties as specified in Table 2.3 and Table
2.5 of Ref. [71] (we omit the lowest redshift value at z = 0.05, as it has a larger uncertainty and no impact on our
results). These specifications assume that DESI realizes their full 14,000 square degrees of survey area, and obtains
spectroscopic redshifts of more than 30 million galaxies.12 For LSST, we use the pessimistic13 uncertainties forecasted

12 The recent DESI data release utilizes 7,500 square degrees of survey area and about 4.7 million galaxies [66], and thus does not reach

this potential yet. We have chosen not to include the respective values of f̂ in our analysis with current data, see footnote 10.
13 We use this choice here because it is more conservative, while having no impact on the results for Γ since the uncertainties are in any

case dominated by the errors on f̂ and its derivative obtained from DESI data and spline reconstruction.
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Figure 3. Left panel: We show 17 values for f̂ centered around the ΛCDM fiducial (black dots) and with 1σ uncertainties
achievable by DESI covering 14,000 square degrees (see Tables 2.3 and 2.5 of [71]). We also show the spline reconstruction

(blue band), leading to the values of f̂ at the nine effective redshifts of LSST (red dots). Right panel: Reconstruction of

d ln ˆf(z)/d ln(1 + z) based on the spline interpolation of f̂ . For both panels, the prediction without a fifth force is shown as
well (black line).

Figure 4. Using forecast values of f̂ from DESI [71], we show the reconstructed values (in red) of the fifth force parameter Γ

together with the 1σ uncertainties at the nine effective redshifts corresponding to the LSST forecast for Ĵ [64]. Additionally,

the blue band shows a forecast over the whole redshift range when interpolating the Ĵ data as well.

in [64] at nine redshifts between z = 0.25 and z = 1.7 (omitting the forecast at z = 2.1 since this is well beyond the

range where f̂ data from DESI will be available), see the first two columns of Table II. We center the values of f̂ and

Ĵ around their prediction assuming no fifth force and cosmological parameters from Planck [6]. For Ĵ , we account for
the covariance between redshift bins, which is non-zero due to the non-negligible overlap of the photometric redshift
bins (see Fig. 1 of [64]). For DESI, we neglect the covariance between the bins, which is expected to be small due to
the sharp edges of the bins in spectroscopic samples. This assumption can be tested once data from the completed
DESI survey are available, and if needed the covariance can easily be included.

On the left panel of Fig. 3, we plot the forecast data for f̂ as well as their interpolation over the whole redshift
range, z ∈ [0.15, 1.85], again using spline interpolation.14 We have tested that spline interpolation with four knots

14 As an alternative interpolation method, we have as well considered Gaussian processes, as recent research has suggested that they may
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is not sufficient to describe this future data set well, leading to a deviation from the fiducial value of zero in the
reconstruction of Γ(z). Thus, we are using five knots, with the central one located at z = 0.86 as we find that this
placement minimizes the Akaike information criterion.15 On the right panel, we show the resulting reconstruction of

d ln f̂(z)/d ln(1 + z). The values of these quantities at the LSST effective redshifts, where future measurements of Ĵ
will be available, are indicated in red in the figure and listed in the third and fourth column of Table II. Finally, in
Fig. 4, we show (in red) the results for Γ at the LSST redshifts. As we have nine values of Ĵ with very high precision,
we can perform a spline interpolation between these values, and therefore obtain a reconstruction (in blue) of Γ along
the whole redshift range, z ∈ [0.15, 1.85]. The constraints at the LSST redshifts are also listed in the last column of
Table II. We see that the constraints are significantly tighter than current ones. We also note that the mean values
for Γ are, as a result of the spline interpolation, not always exactly equal to the fiducial value of zero. However, the
fiducial value is always well contained within the 1σ error bars, meaning that the interpolation method does not lead
to any false imprints of new physics. In particular, over the range z ∈ [0.51, 1.35], we find that DESI combined with
LSST will allow to detect a departure from pure gravitational interaction at the level of 3 − 6% per redshift bin.
Assuming a constant strength of the fifth force and applying the results for Γ at the LSST redshifts (including their
covariance), we find that the combination of DESI and LSST data will allow to constrain a fifth force with amplitude
down to 2% of the gravitational interaction strength.

In our analysis and forecasts, we have assumed that general relativity is valid at cosmological scales. In this scenario,
any deviation in Euler’s equation would be due to non-gravitational dark matter interactions. If general relativity is
not valid however, Euler’s equation could be violated by the new degree of freedom mediating gravity, that could break
the equivalence principle between standard matter and dark matter, see, e.g., [7]. Alternatively, in models beyond
general relativity, the time distortion and the spatial distortion can be different [73, 74], leading to an apparent
breaking of Euler’s equation due to the fact that we used the Weyl potential ΨW instead of the time distortion Ψ.
To distinguish between these scenarios, one would need to measure directly the time distortion Ψ. As shown in [40],
this will be possible with future surveys like DESI, Euclid, and the SKAO, by looking at the impact of gravitational
redshift on the distribution of galaxies. Combining these new measurements of Ψ with that of the Weyl potential
and of the galaxy velocities will allow us to distinguish between a non-gravitational interaction that would affect
only Euler’s equation, a modification of gravity that would generate a difference between Ψ and ΨW [58, 67], and a
modified gravity model that would break the weak equivalence principle and modify both Euler’s equation and the
relation between Ψ and ΨW .

V. CONCLUSION

In this paper we have performed the first direct test of the validity of Euler’s equation for dark matter at cosmological
scales. We have combined measurements of galaxy peculiar velocities with measurements of the Weyl potential, to
place constraints on the existence of a fifth force that would alter the way dark matter falls inside a gravitational
potential. We have found that current data do not favor the existence of such a fifth force, and we have placed
constraints on the strength of interaction in four redshift bins. Moreover, assuming that the strength of the fifth
force is constant over our range of observation, we have found that a positive fifth force cannot exceed 7% of the
gravitational interaction strength, while a negative fifth force is constrained to be less than 21% of the strength.
Future data will improve the precision and allow to detect departures from pure gravitational interaction at the level
of 3− 6% per redshift bin, and at 2% assuming a constant amplitude.

In our analysis we have let the parameter encoding the strength of the fifth force take any sign. In specific models
of dark matter interactions, the sign is determined by the physical impact of the interaction. For example, in some
models of dark energy coupled with dark matter, the fifth force is positive (proportional to the square of the coupling
strength) and enhances the clustering of dark matter [67]. On the other hand, if dark matter interacts with dark
radiation, it can lead to a force that effectively reduces the clustering with respect to pure gravitational interaction [75],
which can be represented by a negative Γ. Similarly, specific models of dark matter coupled to dark energy with a
pure momentum exchange also lead to an effective decrease of dark matter clustering [70].16 Finally, in the case where
gravity is modified and the weak equivalence principle is broken, dark matter can feel a larger or smaller interaction
than baryons, leading to any sign for Γ.

be applicable to next-generation large-scale structure data [72]. However, for the DESI specifications applied in this work, we have found

that Gaussian processes lead to a biased reconstruction of f̂ and its derivative, showing a deviation from the fiducial model. Thus, we
have chosen to show results for spline interpolation only.

15 Applying spline interpolation with five knots, and enforcing the not-a-knot boundary condition, results in two third-degree polynomials
connected at the central knot. The values of the remaining knots serve to fix the degrees of freedom of the polynomials, but the precise
placements of these knots do not influence the reconstruction.

16 Note that not all interacting dark matter models can be described by Eq. (2) with a free parameter Γ. However, even more complicated
modifications can be absorbed in an effective Γ, that has no physical meaning (and can depend on ratio of perturbations) but effectively
captures a deviation in Euler’s equation.
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A remarkable characteristic of our analysis is that it does not require to specify the type of dark matter interaction
responsible for the breaking of Euler’s equation, nor its time evolution. Since galaxy velocities as well as the Weyl
potential can be measured at different moments of the history of the Universe, they can be used to test Euler’s
equation redshift bin by redshift bin. This is particularly interesting in the case where dark matter would interact
with dark energy, whose impact becomes more and more relevant at low redshift. In such a scenario, one could expect

a fifth force growing with time. Future surveys, that will provide measurements of the growth rate f̂ and the Weyl
potential Ĵ in a larger number of bins, and over a larger redshift range, will make optimal use of this characteristic,
allowing a refined reconstruction of the evolution of the fifth force. Finally, while not having been a subject of this

work, we note that the high precision of future surveys may allow us to probe a scale-dependence of f̂ as well as Ĵ .
Our method to constrain the fifth force by combining these quantities could be easily extended to such cases, taking
the binning in scale in addition to the binning in redshift into account. Thus, future surveys hold the potential to
provide precise results on the existence of a fifth force, as well as on its scale- and redshift-behavior.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

N.G. and C.B. acknowledge support from the European Research Council (ERC) under the European Union’s Horizon
2020 research and innovation program (grant agreement No. 863929; project title “Testing the law of gravity with
novel large-scale structure observables”).

Appendix A: Covariance matrix for the parameter Γ from current data

Below, we list the covariance matrix for the four values of Γ obtained from current data, as described in Section III:

Cov(Γ) =

0.0282 0.0173 0.0081 0.0026
0.0173 0.0294 0.0282 0.0328
0.0081 0.0282 0.0400 0.0478
0.0026 0.0328 0.0478 0.0748
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