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Since the discovery of the accelerated expansion of the present Universe, significant the-
oretical developments have been made in the area of modified gravity. In the meantime,
cosmological observations have been providing more high-quality data, allowing us to
explore gravity on cosmological scales. To bridge the recent theoretical developments and
observations, we present an overview of a variety of modified theories of gravity and the
cosmological observables in the cosmic microwave background and large-scale structure,
supplemented with a summary of predictions for cosmological observables derived from
cosmological perturbations and sophisticated numerical studies. We specifically consider
scalar-tensor theories in the Horndeski and DHOST family, massive gravity/bigravity,
vector-tensor theories, metric-affine gravity, and cuscuton/minimally-modified gravity,
and discuss the current status of those theories with emphasis on their physical motiva-
tions, validity, appealing features, the level of maturity, and calculability. We conclude
that the Horndeski theory is one of the most well-developed theories of modified grav-
ity, although several remaining issues are left for future observations. The paper aims to
help to develop strategies for testing gravity with ongoing and forthcoming cosmological
observations.
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1. Introduction

In the past two decades, the “standard model” of cosmology has been established by pre-
cise measurements of the statistical properties of the cosmic microwave background (CMB)
anisotropies and large-scale structure (LSS) of the Universe, as well as the cosmic expansion
rate and the geometry with Type-Ia supernovae and baryon acoustic oscillations (BAO).
The spatially flat A-cold-dark-matter (ACDM) model has been the concordance model of
the late-time Universe, i.e., the epoch after the CMB last scattering, well explaining the
interplay of cosmic expansion and structure formation. The ACDM model particularly fea-
tures the present accelerated expansion of the Universe inferred from the observations of
Type-Ta supernovae [!, 2], provided that it is driven by the cosmological constant. The
remarkable success of the measurements of the CMB anisotropies by the WMAP [3, 1] and
Planck [5] satellites has complemented the inference of the cosmological parameters in the
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ACDM model with statistical uncertainties at the percent level, giving the best-fit value of
the density parameter of the cosmological constant as Q5 = 0.685 4 0.007.! LSS observa-
tions, which can reveal the growth history of the structure in the Universe over cosmic time,
has provided another inspection of the parameters of the ACDM model [6—11].

The obtained ACDM model, however, has been concerned with its physics. The most
well-known problem is that extreme fine-tuning is required for the cosmological constant to
be the observed value if it originates from the quantum vacuum energy [12]. The existing
data of CMB and LSS have not even determined whether or not the cosmic acceleration
is genuinely driven by the cosmological constant. It has recently been reported that the
cosmological parameters inferred from CMB data show a discrepancy with those measured by
local distance ladders (see [13, 14] for a review), presumably implying internal inconsistency
of the ACDM model. The physics of the late-time evolution of the Universe thus remains
unresolved, and new observational information and further theoretical developments are
awaited.

In the meantime, gravitational physics in the context of cosmology has drawn attention
over recent years. Most attractively, one of the alternative explanations for cosmic accel-
eration is modifying Einstein’s general relativity (GR) on cosmological scales. Exploring
the possibilities of modified gravity amounts to examining the underlying hypothesis in the
ACDM model that gravity is described by GR. Small-scale tests of gravity, e.g., the solar-
system experiments and decadal observations of the Hulse-Taylor pulsar strongly indicate
that GR works quite well on those scales. On the contrary, current cosmological tests are
less accurate and hence are insufficient for clarifying whether gravity obeys GR or not. It is
therefore worth probing gravity on cosmological scales to understand the nature of gravity
in the late-time Universe.

Future cosmological observations will provide higher-quality data suitable for probing
gravity on large scales. For instance, as the ground-based CMB experiments, e.g., Simons
Observatory and CMB Stage 4 (CMB-S4) observatory are planned, whereas as a space
mission, LiteBIRD satellite is expected to be launched in the late 2020s. For LSS, several
forthcoming observations such as Subaru Prime Focus Spectroscopy (PFS), Vera C. Rubin
Observatory’s Legacy Survey of Space and Time (LSST), Nancy Grace Roman Space Tele-
scope, Euclid, SPHEREx, and Square Kilometre Array Observatory are expected to give us
the data across wider areas and deeper resolutions about the evolution of the structure in
the Universe.

The purpose of this paper is to establish the goal of testing gravity on cosmological scales in
order to understand the physics of the late-time Universe. To properly extract information on
gravity from observational data, it is crucial to prepare well-motivated theories. In addition,
it is in need to select appropriate observables that are able to indicate any sign beyond GR.
To this end, it is necessary to link theoretical studies on gravity with observational ones.
Here, it should be emphasised that any expertise should not be separated individually, but
cooperate to handle some technical issues, which we aim to clarify in this paper.

! The density parameter Qp of the spatial curvature is assumed to be negligible. Indeed, the
flatness of the Universe is tightly constrained by the latest CMB and BAO measurements to be
Qx = 0.0007 £ 0.0019[5].
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Throughout this paper, we organise studies of the concerned area for the purpose of
clarifying the strategy for cosmological tests of gravity. After providing all the theoreti-
cal knowledge, targeted observables, and specific predictions from theories, we shall create
a criterion to qualify the theories with their physical motivations, validity and appealing
features, and maturity and calculability out of the best knowledge we have.

The rest of the paper is organised as follows. Sec. 2 provides a collective dictionary of
theories of gravity. Physical motivations and features for theories are all given. Sec. 3 pro-
vides observables for cosmological probes: CMB and LSS. We particularly focus on how the
effects of gravity are captured in observables, introducing commonly-used phenomenological
parameters. Sec. 4 provides concrete predictions from theories by analytical computations
of cosmological perturbations. We highlight major groups of theories: scalar-tensor theories,
vector-tensor theories, and massive gravity and bigravity. Sec. 5 provides computational
tools which are indispensable for theoretical predictions. We introduce a Boltzmann solver
and tools to analyse non-linear structure formations. Sec. 6 provides an outlook to direct
future studies. We clarify which parts of the study would are more critical and highly-prior
subjects. Sec. 7 summarises the paper.
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2. Theories of gravity

The purpose of this section is to review theoretical aspects of modified gravity. Let us start by
discussing briefly how one can modify the standard theory of gravity, i.e., GR. According to
Lovelock’s theorem [15, 16], the only possible second-order Euler-Lagrange equation is given
by the Einstein tensor plus a cosmological term if the action is diffeomorphism invariant
and is constructed from the metric tensor alone in four spacetime dimensions. To modify
the left-hand side of the Einstein equations, one must therefore relax at least one of these
basic postulates of Lovelock’s theorem.

Probably the simplest way of modifying gravity is adding new dynamical degrees of freedom
on top of the two tensor modes that are already present in GR as the two polarisations of
gravitational waves. For example, scalar-tensor theories possess an additional scalar degree of
freedom and have been studied extensively over the past decades. The scalar-tensor family is
of particular importance because, as will be seen, various theories of modified gravity can be
described at least effectively by scalar-tensor theories. In a similar way one can also consider
vector-tensor theories and scalar-vector-tensor theories.

The second possibility is to consider higher-derivative generalisations of GR. This can
be done by adding to the Einstein-Hilbert Lagrangian various terms constructed from the
Riemann tensor. According to Ostrogradsky’s theorem [17, 18], this in general results in
ghost degrees of freedom (see, e.g., [19, 20]). Even though such ghost degrees of freedom
could be safe from the viewpoint of effective field theories, it is often preferred to avoid their
appearance. It should be noted that if the Lagrangian is a function of the Ricci scalar R only,
then the resultant theory is free of Ostrogradsky ghosts. This exceptional case is so-called
f(R) gravity, which is in fact equivalent to a certain class of scalar-tensor theories and will
be discussed in some depth below.

The third possibility is (partially) breaking diffeomorphism invariance. For example, one
can consider spatially covariant theories of gravity in which time diffeomorphism invariance
is broken. This would be a natural setup in the context of cosmology because there exists the
preferred time slicing in the universe. In this case, however, full diffeomorphism invariance
can be recovered by introducing a Stiickelberg scalar field, and hence such theories are
basically equivalent to scalar-tensor theories. Gravity with broken diffeomorphism invariance
is also closely related to massive gravity theories.

The fourth possibility is assuming more than four spacetime dimensions. Traditional
Kaluza-Klein theory is in this family. In the effective four-dimensional description, it gives
rise to Kaluza-Klein scalar and vector modes, and hence it is essentially a theory with addi-
tional dynamical degrees of freedom. A more non-trivial example is given by the braneworld
scenario such as the Arkani-Hamed-Dimopoulos-Dvali (ADD) [21] and Randall-Sundrum
(RS) [22, 23] models, in which our four-dimensional universe is realised as a brane embedded
in a higher-dimensional spacetime. The Dvali-Gabadadze-Porrati model [24] is particularly
interesting, because it not only admits a self-accelerating universe that could be an alterna-
tive to dark energy [25], but also yields a cubic galileon theory as an effective theory on the
brane [20].

The fifth possibility is to change the geometrical interpretation of gravity. GR and most
modified gravity theories are assumed to be based on Riemannian geometry, but non-
Riemannian geometry can be considered as a foundation of gravity. Gravity based on the
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Table 1  List of theories of modified gravity that we will discuss in this review. We clas-
sify the theories into five classes according to their dynamical degrees of freedom (DOFs),
and also indicate which assumptions of the Lovelock theorem are not satisfied (only four-
dimensional theories are considered in this review). The first column indicates whether
Euler-Lagrange equations are second-order differential equations (in the case of vector-tensor
theories, after the Stiickelberg scalar are introduced), the second column expresses whether
diffeomorphism invariance is broken, and the third column shows whether a theory does
not contain extra (dynamical or auxiliary) degrees of freedom other than the metric g,,. In
the last column, each number corresponds to the number of DOFs of massless tensor field
(2), massless/massive scalar field (1), massive tensor field (5), and massive vector field (3),
respectively. There are two exceptions: (i) a special case of Lorentz-violating massive gravity
only has 2 DOFs although gravitational waves acquire a non-vanishing mass and (ii) the
number of DOF's in metric-affine gravity has not been fully understood yet.

2nd-order Diff-invariance Metric only DOFs

General Relativity v v v 2
Modified gravity with a scalar DOF (Sec. 2.1)

Horndeski v v X 2+1

DHOST X v X 2+1

f(R) X v 2+1
Modified gravity with a massive graviton (Sec. 2.2)

dRGT v X v 5

Mass-varying/quasi-dilaton v X X 5+1

Translation breaking v X v )

Lorentz-violating v X v 5 or 2

Bigravity v v X 245
Modified gravity with a vectorial DOF (Sec. 2.3)

Generaized Proca v v X 2+3

Extended vector X v X 243
Modified gravity based on non-Riemannian geometry (Sec. 2.4)

Metric-affine v v X N/A
Modified gravity without new DOF (Sec. 2.5)

Cuscuton v v X 2

Minimally modified v X v 2

metric-affine geometry is called metric-affine gravity. In this setup, the Riemannian geometry
is treated as a low-energy effective description of the spacetime.

In this section, we provide a concise dictionary of gravity theories as summarised in Table 1.
We will review scalar-tensor theories such as the Horndeski theory and the degenerate
higher-order scalar-tensor (DHOST) theory in Sec. 2.1, massive gravity and bigravity in
Sec. 2.2, and vector-tensor theories in Sec. 2.3. As yet other possible ways of modifying
gravity, metric-affine gravity and cuscuton/minimally modified gravity will be introduced
in Secs. 2.4 and 2.5, respectively. Having reviewed those theories, we will discuss two theo-
retical aspects of modified gravity concerning small-scale physics. The theories are thought
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of as infrared modifications of gravity (gravity is modified at cosmological distances), but
meanwhile, the predictions of GR should be recovered at small distances to evade the solar-
system constraints. The restoration to GR can be achieved by a screening mechanism. In
Sec. 2.6, we will discuss the Vainshtein, chameleon, and symmetron mechanisms as repre-
sentative screening mechanisms. Furthermore, even if GR is recovered, GR is not ultraviolet
complete. Therefore, modified gravity, as well as GR, should be regarded as a low-energy
effective field theory of an (unknown) ultraviolet completion of gravity. Positivity bounds
provide necessary conditions to have an ultraviolet completion under certain assumptions
which we will discuss in Sec. 2.7.

2.1. Scalar-tensor theories

Scalar-tensor theories are modified gravity theories with one scalar and two tensor degrees
of freedom. This class of modified gravity has been studied extensively in the past decades.

An ancient example is the Jordan-Brans-Dicke theory [27] whose Lagrangian is given by
1 w
L=~ |¢R— —(0¢)* 1

where w is a constant parameter. (In this expression, ¢ has dimensions of (mass)?.) More
recently, many efforts have been devoted to exploring general frameworks of scalar-tensor
theories that are free of Ostrogradsky ghosts. In this subsection, we review the Horndeski and
degenerate higher-order scalar-tensor (DHOST) theories as general frameworks for healthy
scalar-tensor theories, as well as f(R) gravity, which is another well-studied example of
modified gravity and is closely related to a certain scalar-tensor theory. See also Ref. [25] for
a comprehensive review on the Horndeski theory and its generalisations.

2.1.1. Horndeski theory. Suppose that the Lagrangian for a scalar-tensor theory is given
by the metric, the scalar field, and their derivatives:

L= ﬁ(g,u,l/? ax\g,u,l/v a)\apg,uln T 7¢7 8,LL¢7 auaV¢> T ) (2)

If the resultant Euler-Lagrange equations for the metric and the scalar field are of second
order, then the theory is obviously free of Ostrogradsky ghosts. Already in 1974, Horndeski
determined the most general Lagrangian yielding the second-order equations of motion both
for the metric and the scalar field [29]. The Lagrangian of the Horndeski theory is given by

LHomdeski = G2(¢, X) — G3(¢, X)0¢ + Ga(¢, X )R+ Gax [(00)* — " d ]

+ (6, X)6" 0y~ S [(O00)° — 3000 60+ 20000] . )
where G2, G3, G4, and G5 are arbitrary functions of ¢ and X := —¢"0,¢0,¢/2, and we
introduced the notation ¢, := V,V,¢ and gx := dg/0X for a function g of X. In fact, the
expression (3), which is now frequently used in the literature, is the one found more recently
in a different context in the course of generalising the galileon theory [30]. The original
Lagrangian that Horndeski discovered has a different form, and from the derivation it is not
clear at first sight that the generalised galileon theory (3) is equivalent to the Horndeski
theory. The equivalence was first proven in [31].

A number of scalar-tensor theories studied in the literature belong to the Horndeski family.

Choosing the arbitrary functions in Eq. (3) appropriately, one can reproduce any specific
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second-order scalar-tensor theory. When G4 = const. = Mgl /2 and others are taken to be
zero, the standard Einstein-Hilbert action can be reproduced. By taking Gy = Z(¢)X + U(¢)
and G4 = F(¢), it can be seen as generalisations of the Jordan-Brans-Dicke theory (1). As
will be seen later, the f(R) gravity can be recast as second-order scalar-tensor and hence is
a subclass of the Horndeski theory. The G2 term gives the well-known action describing the

k-inflation [32] and k-essence [33], and the G term is investigated in the context of kinetic
gravity braiding [34] and G-inflation [35]. We note that the effective theory of the DGP
braneworld model [24] naturally includes the G3 terms such as X ¢ called cubic galileon [36].

One of the most non-trivial examples is the non-minimal coupling to the Gauss-Bonnet term,
(o) (R2 o 4RWRW + RquURWPU) ) (4)
which corresponds to the following choice of the Horndeski functions [31]:
Gy =8WX2(3-ImX), G3=4PX(7T-3mX),
Gy=4PX(2-InX), Gs=-4YX, (5)
where £ = 9"¢/9¢".

2.1.2. Degenerate higher-order scalar-tensor theories. Since the equations of motion in the
Horndeski theory are of second order, it evades the Ostrogradsky instability by construction.
However, having second-order equations is not a necessary condition for a theory to be free of
Ostrogradsky ghosts. The trick is that if the equations of motion are degenerate, the system
contains less number of dynamical degrees of freedom than is expected from the derivative
order of the equations of motion [37—11]. This idea leads us to consider degenerate higher-
order scalar-tensor (DHOST) theories beyond Horndeski that propagate one scalar and two
tensor degrees of freedom and hence are Ostrogradsky-stable even though the Euler-Lagrange
equations are of higher order.

The first example of DHOST theories was obtained by means of a disformal transforma-
tion [12],

uv — Q(Cb, X)g;w + F(¢7 X)Cb,ugbua (6)

from the Horndeski theory [43], with ¢, := 0,,¢. This transformation in general yields higher-
derivative terms in the equations of motion, but the number of dynamical degrees of freedom
remains the same as long as the transformation is invertible [14]. A further extension of
the DHOST theories along this direction was made in [15-50] with a higher-derivative
generalisation of the disformal transformation.

Systematic constructions of DHOST theories have been developed in [51-55], assum-
ing that the Lagrangian depends quadratically and cubically on the second derivatives of
the scalar field ¢,,. A physically and phenomenologically interesting class is given by the
following subset of the quadratic DHOST theories:

5

£qDHOST = G?((ba X) - G3(¢7 X)D¢ + f((ba X)R + Z AI<¢7 X)L[, (7)
=1

where
Ll - ¢,LLV¢HV7 L2 = (D¢)27 L3 - D¢¢H¢V¢#V
L4 = (bﬂﬁbua(ﬁqubm L5 = (¢#¢V¢uu)2- (8)

9/115



The above Lagrangian represents all the possible contractions of the second-order derivatives
¢ with the metric g, and the scalar field gradient ¢,. Although the Lagrangian (7)
contains 8 arbitrary functions of ¢ and X, the functions cannot be chosen arbitrarily. In
order that the resultant theory contains a single scalar degree of freedom, the functions
except for G2 and G3 must satisfy the degeneracy conditions. The degeneracy conditions

read

Ay = — Ay, 9)
A= oAy +12XA1) [8X AT+ (3f + 16X fx) AT — X243 + 2X (4X fx — 3) A1 As

+2fx (3 +4X [x) A1 +2 (X fx — f) Ag + 3113 (10)

gy = U AT X Ag) (27 Ay — ficr = A3 43X A1 Ag) )

2(f 42X A;)?

with f + 2X A; # 0. The arbitrary functions are taken to be f, Ay, and As, and then As, Ay,
and As are determined accordingly from the degeneracy conditions. The conditions (9)—(11)
ensure that the metric and scalar sectors are degenerate. This class is called class Ia in the
terminology of [51, 53, 54].

The Horndeski theory is obtained as the special case with A] = —As = —fx and A3 =
Ay = As = 0. The so-called Gleyzes-Langlois-Piazza-Vernizzi (GLPV) theory [56, 57], which
is also studied frequently in the literature, corresponds to the case A1 = —As = fx + X A3,
which is equivalent to A4 = —Agz and A5 = 0. More importantly, all class la DHOST theories
can be generated through the disformal transformation (6) from the Horndeski Lagrangian
with G5 =0 [53, 54]. This, however, does not mean that class ITa DHOST theories are
simply equivalent to the Horndeski theory because the story here is entirely about vac-
uum spacetime. In the presence of matter, DHOST and Horndeski theories are clearly
inequivalent.

The DHOST theory can be further extended to the so-called U-DHOST theory [58-60)].
In the DHOST theory, the degeneracy conditions hold for arbitrary gauge choices. However,
when the theory is regarded as an EFT, the validity of the EFT generically depends on
the background configuration of the field, and some scalar-tensor theories may be valid only
when the gradient of the scalar field is timelike. In such a theory, it would be sufficient to
impose the degeneracy conditions only in the unitarity gauge ¢ = ¢(t), leading to the U-
DHOST theory. Away from the unitarity gauge (while keeping to assume a timelike gradient
0u®), the degeneracy conditions do not hold and there apparently exists an extra mode,
called the shadowy mode in [58-60]. However, the shadowy mode is non-propagating as it
satisfies an elliptic differential equation, so the U-DHOST theory is Ostrogradsky-stable.

Finally, we should add a comment on the constraints from the detection of gravitational
waves from the binary neutron star merger GW170817 [(1], observed by the LIGO/Virgo
collaboration, and its optical counterpart gamma-ray burst (GRB) 170817A [62, 63]. The
combination of these observations gives a remarkably precise measurement of the propagation
speed of gravitational waves: it is compatible with the speed of light with deviations smaller
than a few x 10712, Since the speed of gravitational waves with respect to a cosmological
background can be computed for all DHOST theories, it is a straightforward exercise to
identify the DHOST theory that survives after GW170817. In particular, the propagation
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speed of gravitational waves in the class la DHOST theory is given by

P
GW T 42X A

Hence, the requirement cqw = ¢ for any background imposes the simple condition A; =

(12)

0 [64].2 The Lagrangian of the viable subclass in the class Ia DHOST theories reduces to
Littost =G2(0, X) — Gs(¢, X)Uo + f(¢, X)R + As(¢, X)Upd" 0" dpu,

o [3 F2 (X x — ) As - X230 0,06,

2f
As (fx + XA y
- Al 7 3) (4007 6,02 (13)
Moreover, [66] has pointed out that the stability of graviton against decay into scalar field

constrains the structure of the DHOST theory. The Lagrangian of the DHOST theory
satisfying these two constraints obtained from the gravitational waves is given by

3 2
0000, (1)

One can also specialise the above results to the Horndeski theories, characterised by f = G4,
Ay = —Ay =2Gyx, A3 = Ay = A5 = 0. Combining this with the condition A; = 0, we then
obtain the reduced Lagrangian as

E;;{G()V;n:dfeski = G2(9, X) - G3(¢7 X)D¢ + f(¢)R . (15)

LE a1 = Ga(g, X) — G3(, X)0o + f(6, X)R +

2.1.3.  f(R) gravity. The Lagrangian for f(R) gravity is given by an arbitrary function of
the Ricci scalar [67, 68]:

S:/h%fﬂﬂm. (16)

By introducing an auxiliary field ¢, this can be written equivalently as

s:/&mﬁﬂﬂ@+mm—mL (17)

where fy = df/d¢. The equation of motion for ¢ reads fys(R — ¢) = 0, and hence one has
¢ = R provided that fsg # 0. Substituting ¢ = R back to Eq. (17), one obtains the original
action (16). Therefore, the two expressions are indeed equivalent. Now, it can be seen that the
action (17) is that of a particular scalar-tensor theory. In terms of the Horndeski functions,
this corresponds to G2 = f — ¢fy and G4 = fy with G3 = G5 = 0.

Performing a conformal transformation provides further insight into f(R) gravity. In terms

of the conformally transformed metric g, := fyguv, the action (16) can be written as
1

_ [ ga
S—/d$ﬁ f;

where R is the Ricci tensor constructed from Guv- (Here we assumed that f, > 0 for sim-

R 23" 0,Mn fy0u I fy — 5 (8Fs— 1) (18)

plicity.) A further field redefinition ¢ = In fy recasts the action (18) into a more standard

2In many dark energy models, the typical strong coupling scale is given by (Mleg)l/ 3 ~ 260 Hz
which is close to the LIGO frequency scale. Hence, the LIGO frequency may be beyond the regime
of validity of the theory and more careful investigations are necessary to impose A; = 0 for such a
theory [65].
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form with the Einstein-Hilbert term plus a scalar field with the linear kinetic term and the
potential. This is called the Einstein frame action. Note that if the matter is coupled only
to gy in the original frame, then it is non-minimally coupled to ¢ in the Einstein frame.

2.2.  Massiwe gravity and bigravity

2.2.1. dRGT massive gravity. Although a graviton in GR is massless as a consequence
of general covariance, whether the graviton is massless or massive is an interesting question
in both theoretical and experimental points of view. Starting from the pioneering work by
Fierz and Pauli in 1939 [69], the theoretical construction of consistent gravitational theories
of a massive spin-2 field has attracted considerable attention in theoretical physics. The
Fierz-Pauli (FP) theory which describes a massive spin-2 field is given by

1 ? 1
Srp = /d4$ [_4h#”5aﬁuuhaﬁ o %(huuhuy - h2) + thVT“y ) (19)

where h,, is a rank-2 symmetric tensor field, which can be thought as the fluctuation tensor
around the Minkowski metric g, = nu + hyu /Mpy, EmveB ig the linearised Einstein-Hilbert
kinetic operator defined as

EM o = (N0} = 1" nag| O = 200 0o} + 90 nags + Dad™ , (20)
and m is the mass of the graviton. Due to the presence of the mass term in Eq. (19), the
gauge symmetry, by, — hy + 0u& + 0,€,, which is present in the case of linearised GR
carrying two degrees of freedom, is explicitly broken, and four additional degrees of freedom.
In total, general massive gravity has six degrees of freedom. On the other hand, a massive
spin-2 particle should have five degrees of freedom corresponding to helicity £2,+1,0 modes.
The additional sixth mode is a ghost. However, the FP tuning in the mass term, h,,, h*" — h?,
guarantees that there are no more than five degrees of freedom propagating, and thus this
dangerous degree of freedom is absent on flat space. One would naively expect that it recovers
GR as the mass of the graviton goes to zero. However, one finds order-one deviations from
GR in the linear theory (19), which is known as the van Dam-Veltman-Zakharov (vDVZ)
discontinuity [70, 71]. Meanwhile, this discontinuity turned out to be an artifact of the
truncation at linear order, and it has the continuous massless limit when taking into account
non-linearities by embedding the FP mass term into GR as pointed out by Vainshtein [72].
In contrast with this successful mechanism, non-linearities reintroduce the sixth degree of
freedom called the Boulware-Deser (BD) ghost [73]. In the decoupling limit description, the
scalar mode of a massive graviton contains higher derivative self-interactions, and this is
the origin of the BD ghost leading to Ostrogradsky’s instabilities. It had been long thought
that Lorentz-invariant massive gravity theories are plagued by ghost instabilities (e.g., [71]).
Surprisingly, in 2010, de Rham and Gabadadze performed a systematic construction of the
Lagrangian which is free from the BD ghost by carefully choosing the mass terms consisting
of an infinite series of interactions, and all higher derivative interactions vanish thanks to the
total derivative properties in the decoupling limit [75]. The infinite series of potential terms
can be resumed into a compact form by introducing the square root of a rank-2 tensor [7()]
(see [77, 78] for a review). The absence of the BD ghost in a full theory has been proven in
the Hamiltonian formalism [79-81]. This ghost-free non-linear massive gravity, referred to
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as the de Rham-Gabadadze-Tolley (ARGT) theory, is described by the following action,?

M2
SdrGT = /d4$ \/—9%

3
R—2m")  Buea(\/g71f)| + Sl ¥], (21)
n=0

where f3, are constant parameters, f,, is called the fiducial metric, and e,(Q) are the
symmetric polynomials given by

eo(Q) =1, (22)
e1(Q) =[], (23)
2(Q) =5 (19 - %) . (24)
es(Q) =57 (1P - 3[QI[Q%) +2[0%) (25)
ex(Q) =y (191" ~ 6[Q1Q% + 312 + 8[Q][QY] - 61QY]) (26)

Here, [Q] denotes the trace of the matrix Q and a square root of the matrix represents the
matrix that satisfies \@“ p\@pl, = Q%,. Although the simplest choice of the fiducial metric
would be the Minkowski metric, it can be generalised to an arbitrary metric [32]. In this
paper, we mainly focus on the case where f,,, = 7,,. Note that in this case the tensor inside
a square root can be written as (¢! f)", = 6%, — h*,, and the mass term up to quadratic
order after expanding in terms of h,, gives the FP mass term.

Although the general covariance is broken in massive gravity, one can restore the gauge

symmetry by introducing a set of four scalar fields called the Stiickelberg scalars ¢® via [33]

Fov = N9, 0, 0" . (27)

Note that the fiducial metric (27) is manifestly invariant under the Poincaré symmetry
in the internal Stiickelberg field space. Choosing the gauge ¢* = 0% a" called the unitary
gauge, the fiducial metric reduces to the Minkowski metric. To see the connection with the
galileon theories, let us consider the decoupling limit which captures physics at distances in
the range A" := (Mpm?)~'/3 <r < m~!. We then introduce the small fluctuation of the
Stiickelberg field around the unitary gauge and the metric around the Minkowski spacetime
as ¢¢ = 6%zt — n* A,/ Mpim — n““@uw/MplmQ and g,y = N + hyw/Mp1, where m, A, and
h,. respectively represent the helicity 0, 1, 2 components of the massive graviton. The
decoupling limit is defined in the following way:

T
m—0, Mp —oco, T —o00, Azand o are fixed. (28)
Pl

3The original action of the dRGT potential is written in terms of K, = §#, — (\/g~Lf)*, as

Zi:o o, e, (K) where «, are constant parameters related with 3,,. We adopt the form in Eq. (21)
throughout this paper.
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Then, the scalar-tensor parts of an effective field theory with a strong coupling scale Ag are
given by

SDL:/d x[—h LEMOP R, +Z Ag)n 2£gfﬂem+ﬂx P x Q)

1 - 1
+ ——h T + ——nT — pr 8, md, T |, (29)
Mp,

Mpy 203 Mp,

where 11, := 9,0, , B; and f3 x,7 are functions of the dRGT parameters 3;,

’Cg),)lileon == %(87[-)27 (30)
55;)111«3011 - %(67[')2[1_”, (31)
£ e = — 5 (0m)? (I — [12) (32
£ o = — (@) (TP — B[] + 2[17)), (33)
X G = ([)® — 3[[I1%) + 2[11%]) 0 — 3 ([10]? — [11%]) Iy, + G[IIITY,, — 6IT3,,  (34)
and
s Br
h,uu = h;w T TN — 3 il . (35)

A3
(n)

galileon’

a flat spacetime [30] and the action (29) belongs to the decoupling limit in the Horndeski

The purely scalar derivative interactions, £." are the covariant galileon Lagrangian in
theory [84]. This galileon structure prevents the BD ghost from appearing in massive gravity,
and the massless limit smoothly connects to GR through the Vainshtein mechanism as will
be explained later.

2.2.2. FEaxtensions of dRGT massive gravity. As will be explained in Sec. 4.2, the dRGT
theory cannot unfortunately accommodate stable cosmological solutions. For this reason,
many works have been done in the literature to seek extended theories of massive gravity
which allows healthy homogeneous and isotropic cosmological background. Here, we outline
the simplest modification of the dRGT theory involving a scalar degree of freedom. The basic
idea of modifications is based on promoting the dRGT constant parameters to be functions
of a scalar field ¢ in a way such that the BD ghost is absent.

The simplest example is the mass-varying dRGT theory in which mass parameter m is a
function of an scalar field o [35, 80],

S ing = / d'z /=g My
mass-varyimg — g 2 2

4
R—2m%(0) 3" Buen(\/a 1) — 2(90)2 — V(o)
n=0

+ Smlg, ] (36)

Mass-varying massive gravity can be further extended by introducing multiple scalar fields
and non-minimal coupling with the Einstein-Hilbert action, which is intensively investigated
in [87].
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There is another example called quasi-dilaton massive gravity, in which a new global
symmetry for a scalar field, 0 — 0 — aMp; and ¢® — e“¢® where « is a constant parameter,

is imposed [$8]. This restricts the fiducial metric as
FI9D) = e20/Mey 10,6%9,,¢°. (37)
Inspired from the dRGT theory, the action which respects the new global symmetry is given
by
4 Mlgl 2 . 1 D 1 2
Squasi—dilaton: d x\/_gT R —2m Z 6n€n( 9 f(Q ))_5(80) +Sm[gaw]'
n=0
(38)

The quasi-dilaton theory can be interpreted that the parameter (5, is promoted to a func-
tion of the scalar field while the modification of the mass term only appears in the mass
parameter m in the mass-varying theory. The quasi—dilaton theory can be further extended
by redefining the new fiducial metric f(Q = ,S(BD) — (aU/Mglmz)e*Z"/Mplauaaya where
., is a constant parameter, which still satlsﬁes the global symmetry [89]. Furthermore,
these theories (36) and (38) can accommodate the Horndeski action for the new scalar field
o, which is investigated in the context of stable Vainshtein solutions in the quasi-dilaton
theory [90].

2.2.3.  Translation breaking theories. Although the previous examples (36) and (38) carry
six degrees of freedom, a number of attempts to seek massive gravity theories with five
degrees of freedom beyond the dRGT theory have been also performed in the literature
[91-95]. The ghost-free examples have been investigated in [96, 97]. The idea to extend the
dRGT theory is abandoning the global translation invariance ¢* — ¢® 4+ ¢ while keeping
the global Lorentz invariance. This relaxation allows to include the new Lorentz-invariant
function of the Stiickelberg fields, e.g., X := ¢%¢, and Y := g"*¢ 00?0, ¢". In [96], two
novel classes of massive gravity theories with five degrees of freedom have been proposed.

The first class is an extension of generalised massive gravity (GMG) [97] with a non-
minimal coupling to the Stiickelberg fields, which is given by

6GX QZBn n<ﬁ>

SGMcz/dxF + Smlg, 9]

(39)

where G' = G(X), Gx = 3G /0X, and f., = (Nap + D(X) dpathp) 9,0° D,¢" is the disformally
distorted fiducial metric. This reduces to the dRGT theory when G =1 and D = 0.

The second class can be constructed using the projected fiducial metric f;w =
Py, 0,0 0,¢°, where Py = 1)ap — datdp /X is the projection tensor, which manifestly elim-
inates one of the Stiickelberg fields along ¢*. The action for the projected theory is given
by
6G%

GR+ —X[Y]+m*U(X,[2),[2%,[Z°]) | + Smlg:¥],  (40)

Spmc = / d'zy=g—" Pl G

where Z%, = (g7 'f)",. The crucial difference between this theory and the dRGT the-
ory (21)/GMG theory (39) is that in the projected theory the potential for a massive graviton
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is no longer a function of the square-root tensor, but is an arbitrary function of X and [Z"].
In the GMG theory and the projected massive gravity theory, a non-minimal coupling to
the Einstein-Hilbert term, which was absent in the dRGT case, is allowed as a consequence
of the translation breaking of the Stiickelberg fields.

2.2.4. Lorentz-violating massive gravity. The theoretical difficulty for avoiding the
appearance of the BD ghost can be easily solved by Lorentz-violating graviton masses [958, 99].
One of the phenomenologically interesting and intensively studied Lorentz-violating massive
gravity is the minimal theory of massive gravity (MTMG).? This theory shares the same
background equations for an FLRW background of the dRGT theory, and the gravitational
waves acquire a non-vanishing mass while it has only two gravitational degrees of free-
dom at a fully non-linear level, i.e., the scalar and vector modes are absent [100, 101]. The
similar Lorentz-violating extensions for quasi-dilation and bigravity can be found in the
literature [102—107]. Another class of Lorentz-violating massive gravity is obtained when
the spacetime is filled with a solid-type material [108, ]. In this case, the temporal
diffeomorphism invariance is preserved in a different way from the other massive gravity
theories.

2.2.5. Massive bigravity theory. Other interesting extension of massive gravity theories is
to promote the fiducial metric in the dRGT theory to be a dynamical variable by adding
an extra Einstein-Hilbert action for f,,, metric. This is called the Hassan-Rosen ghost-free
bigravity theory, whose action is given by [110]

9 2
Mo [ atey=gnigl + U0 [ e/ ~fRIy

Str =
HR 2

4
+m* Mg, / d'2v/=9>  Bren(V g 1) + Sulg, ¥g] + Swlf, v, (41)
n=0

where R[g] and R([f] respectively denotes the scalar curvature for g,, and f,,, k represents
the ratio of the squared Planck masses for g,, and f,,, and the matter field S, can be
coupled to either or both metric fields. When we linearise both metrics around Minkowski
spacetime as g, = Ny + hy and f, = 194 + 1, it becomes manifest that the physical
degrees of freedom can be decomposed into five from the massive spin-2 field and two from
the massless spin-2 field. This has been also confirmed in the Hamiltonian analysis based on
the 3 + 1 decomposition [1 10, 111].

2.8.  Vector-tensor theories

In analogous to the attempts to construct gravitational theories beyond GR by introducing
a scalar field as explained in Sec. 2.1, there are also attempts to construct modified grav-
itational theories by introducing a vector field instead of a scalar field. The most general
action in the presence of an Abelian vector field with a non-minimal coupling to gravity is
derived by Horndeski in 1976 [112]. This action is constructed under the conditions that the
equations of motion are kept up to second order for derivatives and the standard Maxwell

4 The action for the MTMG theory is too long to display here. See [100] for the explicit expression
for the action.
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equations are recovered on Minkowski spacetime. In a manner analogous to Galileon gravity
in scalar-tensor theories, there are attempts to generalise Abelian vector field theories by
introducing derivative self-interactions [113, |, while it is shown that the Galileon-type
interactions are not allowed for a single vector field as long as both the U(1) gauge invariance
and the Lorentz invariance are preserved on the flat space-time [115]. However, this no-go
theorem cannot be applied to a vector field with a mass term, i.e. Proca field, due to the
fact that the existence of the mass breaks the U(1) gauge invariance which is one of the
assumptions of the no-go theorem. In Proca theories, there is a longitudinal propagating
degree of freedom originating from the broken gauge symmetry in addition to the two trans-
verse polarisations. In Ref. [116], the derivative self-interactions are introduced into Proca
theories by keeping the number of propagating degrees of freedom, and the resultant the-
ory is dubbed the generalised Proca (GP) theory (see also Refs. [117-120]). On the curved
spacetime with a dynamical metric, GP theories are described by the action,

6
S = / dzy/—g z:; Li, (42)

where
Ly = Gao(X,F,U,Y), (43)
L3 = G3(X)V, A", (44)
Li=Gi(X)R+ Gsx(X)[(V,A")? = V,A4,V7A] | (45)

1
L5 = G5(X)G,, VFA” — 6G5,X(X)[(VMA“)3 — 3V, APV A,V AP + 2V , A, VT APV A,
— g5(X)FHFB V0 Ag, (46)
1 Yo
Lo = Ge(X)LHPV A,V A + 5G&X(X)FOfﬁFﬂ'fvma1uv5,a1y. (47)

Here, A, is a vector field with the strength F,, = V,A, — V, A,. The function G2 depends
on the following four quantities,

1 1

1 ~
X=—3AA,  F=—F,F", U= F, ", Y=AAFF, ()

where F* is the dual strength tensor defined by
~ 1
Fr — §ewaﬁFaﬁ , (49)

with the Levi-Civita tensor €#*7?. The other functions, G'3 4 5.6 and g5, are arbitrary functions
of X alone with the notation G; x := 0G;/0X. The Lagrangians £45¢ contain the non-
minimal couplings where the Ricci scaflar R, the Einstein tensor G, and the double dual
Riemann tensor L*8 defined by

1
Ll = SO R s, (50)

with the Riemann tensor R,,.,s, are coupled to the vector field, respectively. These non-
minimal couplings originate from the requirement for keeping the three propagating degrees
of freedom of Proca field as well as second-order equations of motion. We note that the sixth
order Lagrangian Lg reduces to the U(1) invariant interaction derived by Horndeski [112]
for the constant Gg.
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Taking the scalar limit, A, — V, ¢, the action (42) reduces to that of shift-symmetric
Horndeski theories. The late-time cosmic acceleration can be realised in GP theories since
a temporal component of the vector field can play a similar role to the scalar field in shift-
symmetric Horndeski theories on the cosmological background [121-124]. In contrast, the
existence of intrinsic vector modes in GP theories gives rise to several different properties as
compared to Horndeski theories, which we will discuss in Sec. 4.3.

It is a natural follow-up question to ask whether the extension of GP theories is possible.
In the case of scalar-tensor theories, Horndeski theories are the most general scalar-tensor
theories with second-order equations of motion. Since the second-order property guarantees
the absence of additional degrees of freedom associated with Ostrogradski instabilities, there
is only one scalar degree of freedom in these theories. In contrast to the case of scalar-tensor
theories, no rigorous construction of the most general second-order vector-tensor theory (a la
Horndeski) with one scalar, two transverse vector, and two tensor modes has been known so
far. It is therefore fair to say that we do not even know whether or not the GP theories are the
most general second-order vector-tensor theories. Having said that, there are some attempts
to go beyond the GP theories by allowing for higher derivative equations of motion. The
existence of higher-order derivatives in equations of motion does not immediately mean that
the number of propagating degrees of freedom increases, as we have already learned from
the study of scalar-tensor theories. Indeed, in GLPV theories [56], which are more general
than Horndeski theories and hence have higher-order equations of motion, the Hamiltonian
analysis shows that the number of propagating degrees of freedom is the same as that in
Horndeski theories [57, 125]. In an analogous way, the extension of second-order GP theories
to the domain of beyond-generalised Proca (BGP) theories is performed in Ref. [120]. In
addition to the GP Lagrangians (43)—(47), the BGP action consists of the following new
derivative interactions:

LY = 100020 A% A V2 Ag, V™ Ag, , (51)
LY = f5000200 A% Ag V2 Ag, V' Ag, V™ Ag, | (52)
LY = f000200 A% Ag V2 A%V 5, A5, V™ Ag, | (53)
L3 = foonotonio, Vo, A, VI A%V 5, A%V g A% (54)

where fy4, fs5, f5, fﬁ are arbitrary functions depending on X alone, and we introduced the
operator 5&&22%33%‘4 = €y apaqa, €172P351 Although these new self-interaction terms generate
derivatives higher than second order in equations of motion after taking the scalar limit,
A, — V0, the number of propagating degrees of freedom in BGP theories is the same
as that in GP theories (two tensor polarisations, two transverse vector modes, and one
scalar mode) on the cosmological background [126]. The application of BGP theories to the
late-time cosmic acceleration has been studied in [127],

One can further perform a healthy extension of GP theories by keeping the number of prop-
agating degrees of freedom analogously to DHOST theories [51, 53, 55] which are the further
extension of the GLPV theories. The key ingredient is the so-called degeneracy conditions
that can eliminate an unwanted propagating degree of freedom even though the equations of
motion contain derivatives higher than second order. In Ref. [125], the authors applied this
idea to vector-tensor theories and derived the most general vector-tensor Lagrangian built
out of quadratic (and lower) terms in the first derivatives of the vector field supplemented
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with the corresponding degeneracy conditions in curved spacetime. This is the vector-tensor
extension of DHOST theories dubbed as extended vector-tensor (EVT) theories described
by the following action,

1
S=4 / A/ =g [ F(X)R+ "7V, AV, Ay + Gs(X)V, A + Co(X, FUY)|, (55)
where C*"*? is defined by

cHvra :ozl(X)g“(ng)” + ag(X)g" g’ + %ozg,(X)(A“A”gp‘7 + AP A% g*)

+ Jaa(X)(AFACGY 1+ AALGW) 4 a5(X) AP AV AP AT + 0¥ )07

1 1 1
+ 5047(X)(A“A[pg”}” — AV Al golry 4 108 (X) (AN APg"7 — AV A%gH) + Sag(X)e P
(56)
Imposing to the action (55) the degeneracy conditions that eliminate the would-be Ostro-
gradski mode, a new class of degenerate vector-tensor theories that cannot be included in
GP and BGP theories has been found. The cosmological application of EVT theories is
studied in Ref. [129]. In sharp contrast to the case of DHOST theories, there exist healthy
cosmological solutions in non-trivial degenerate domain isolated from GP and BGP theories.

2.4. Metric-affine gravity

Although the Riemannian geometry is a foundation of GR and most modified gravity the-
ories, there have been many attempts to use non-Riemannian geometries as a foundation
of gravity. The history is almost as old as the usual Riemannian formulation of gravity.
Here, we provide a brief review of their underlying ideas and some recent developments. A
comprehensive review on this subject can be found in [130-135].

It is often said that spacetime has the structure of a differentiable manifold, but the
concept of the manifold itself is too general. It might be plausible to assume that we can
perform two operations in spacetime: we can compare tensors at different points and we
can measure lengths of curves and angles between vectors. Then, the spacetime is required
to have additional structures, namely the parallel transport and the inner product. Let a
manifold be equipped with the parallel transport characterised by the linear connection I'},,
which has no (anti-)symmetric indices in general. Using I'/},, the covariant derivatives for a

r
vector is defined as Vo A" = 9, A* +TH 3 aAﬁ , where we put I' to clarify that we are using a
general connection. Using the connection, we can introduce two geometrical objects, called
the curvature and the torsion, defined respectively as

Rl o = 0ol 5 — 93T, + TV 17,5 —T* T, . (57)
TWog=TF, —TH .. (58)

Note that the notion of the inner product, i.e. the metric, has not been introduced so far,
implying that the curvature and the torsion are independent concepts from the metric. With
the help of the metric, g,,, we can define the non-metricity tensor

T

QuP = V,g"" . (59)

The three independent tensors, (57)—(59), specify the properties of the most general geom-
etry equipped with the inner product and the parallel transport, namely the metric-affine
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geometry. The Riemannian geometry corresponds to the subclass satisfying 7,53 = 0 and
Quaﬁ = 0, where the connection is uniquely determined by the metric due to the additional
conditions.

The metric-affine geometry appears as a geometric interpretation of gauge theories of
gravity, initiated by [136—138]. For instance, one may think of gravity as a gauge force
associated with the Poincaré group, similarly to other fundamental forces. Since the Poincaré
group is the semi-direct product of the translation and rotation (Lorentz) groups, we may
have two corresponding gauge fields, e® = e, dzt and w = wab#dx“, where a,b, ... are the
Lorentz indices and the Lorentz connection implies w® = w!®), where the parenthesis around
the indices denotes anti-symmetrisation of a tensor. As long as detej, # 0, the gauge fields
e® and w™ can be regarded as the tetrad and the spin connection of the spacetime, and their
field strengths are identified with the curvature and the torsion, respectively. In addition,
the Lorentz connection, w® = wl@®l concludes that Quaﬂ = 0. Therefore, the Poincaré gauge
theories (PGT) of gravity lead to the Riemann-Cartan geometry, where the curvature and
the torsion are independent while the non-metricity tensor vanishes. Note that the precise
treatment would require a spontaneous symmetry breaking down to the Lorentz group and
PGT are generically theories in the symmetry-breaking phase [139—141]. If one considers
the general affine group, the semi-direct product of the translation group, and the general
linear group as the gauge group of gravity, the connection no longer has the anti-symmetric
indices [112, ]. Then, the metric-affine geometry is the basis of gravitational theories,
called metric-affine gravity (MAG). In MAG, the energy-momentum tensor induces the
curvature as usual, while the hyper-momentum tensor, which represents spin, dilation, and
shear currents of matter, induces the torsion and the non-metricity.

The action of PGT/MAG is given by

5= / dlay/ gL,  L£=Le(g,T) + Lo(9,T, ), (60)

where L is the purely gravitational part and Ly is the Lagrangian for a matter field ¢. The
first term may be expanded as
Mg . Mg Mg,
Lo = Tﬁg + W£4 + Z A2 L, (61)

n>4

with the mass scales M, and A, where L,, are operators with scaling dimension n. Assuming
that [g,,] = 0 and [I'¥,,] = 1, the lower-dimensional operators are schematically given by

Lo=R+T*+Q*+TQ, Li=R+---, (62)

with indices omitted where the ellipsis stands for terms containing either non-linear order
in or derivatives of T and ). In the absence of these operators, the gravitational the-
ories are called the quadratic Poincaré gauge theories (qPGT) when QMO‘B =0 and the
quadratic metric-affine gravity (QMAG) when Q,ﬂﬁ = 0, respectively. Roughly speaking,
the dimension-4 operators lead to the “kinetic terms” of the connection, (OT')2, while the
dimension-2 operators involve the “mass terms”, I'2. Therefore, the additional degrees of
freedom associated with the independent connection generically represent massive states.
The linear particle spectrum and the stability conditions around the Minkowski background
have been well-investigated in qPGT [144-119] while there are less studies in qMAG [150]
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and theories including derivatives of the torsion and/or non-metricity [151]. Furthermore,
the non-linear analysis of (61) has not been thoroughly discussed. Although the general PGT
(and MAG) yield a non-linear ghost even if it is free from ghost at the linear level [152-156],
there are special classes in which the ghost is absent at fully non-linear orders. The known
ghost-free PGT can admit the massive spin-0 state(s) [152, ] and the massive spin-2
state [157], in addition to the massless graviton. Note that the appearance of the non-linear
ghost implies that the EFT is valid only below the mass of the ghost. One can study phe-
nomenology well below the cutoff scale even in the presence of the ghost. Phenomenological
studies on PGT/MAG mainly focus on the early universe since the higher curvature terms
would be expected to represent a UV modification of gravity. Nonetheless, similarly to f(R)
dark energy, it would be also interesting to explore the possibilities that the modification is
active in the late-time universe as investigated in [158-160].

When one is interested in low-energy phenomena where only the lowest-dimensional opera-
tor Lo is important, the connection (the massive degrees of freedom of (61)) can be integrated
out. Then, the metric (the massless graviton) is the only dynamical variable of the geome-
try at low energies, implying that the Riemannian geometry arises as a low-energy effective
description of spacetime. Nonetheless, similarly to the relations between the weak interac-
tion and Fermi’s interaction, integrating out the connection modifies interactions of fields
that couple to the connection at the microscopic level. Furthermore, the hyper-fluid, a hypo-
thetical fluid having a non-vanishing hyper-momentum tensor, produces the torsion and the
non-metricity at the macroscopic level. Recent studies on cosmology with the hyper-fluid
can be found in [161-163].

There have been a lot of studies about fermions since the minimal coupling already predicts
the coupling between the fermions and the connection through the covariant derivative, and
recent papers study non-minimal couplings of the fermions [164, ]. On the other hand,
non-minimal couplings between gravity and a scalar field have been widely discussed in cos-
mology and modified gravity, so we will detail them below. As for vector fields, the minimal
coupling depends on whether the vector is a spacetime vector or a vector of the internal
Lorentz (or general linear) group: for instance, a gauge field A = A,dx* is a spacetime vec-
tor and then the field strength F':= dA does not lead to the coupling to the connection,
while a vector of the internal gauge group A% could give a coupling through the covariant
derivative (60, + w%,)A°.

The discovery of cosmological mysteries has motivated us to study a general framework of a
scalar field with non-minimal coupling to gravity. One of the simplest non-minimal couplings

is the Brans—Dicke type, f(gb)i%(g, I'). If one thinks of ¢ as dark energy, the field ¢ has a
non-vanishing expectation value on cosmological scales, which yields a background torsion
and/or non-metricity through the coupling to the connection. As a result, phenomenological
predictions are different from the metric counterpart f(¢)R(g), which was noted in [166] in
the context of inflation.® Recall that the connection is non-dynamical at low energies and can
be integrated out. One can translate scalar-tensor theories with the general connection into

5In the context of inflation, the literature often assumes the Palatini formalism of gravity where
the torsion vanishes while the non-metricity does not vanish. See [167] for a review on the inflationary
cosmology in Palatini gravity.
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those in the Riemannian formalism [1658-170] and can compute phenomenological predictions
in the equivalent Riemannian formalism [171].

We finally comment on scale transformations and a relation to the degenerate scalar-tensor
theories. In the metric-affine geometry, there are three different scale transformations [172]:

1. The Weyl transformation: g, — 629(’3)%,, , Th,—=TH,, (63)
2. The frame rescaling: g, — em(m)gw/ , TH,, = TH,, +850,Q(x), (64)
3. The projective transformation: g, — g, 1", = T4, + ;& (), (65)
where the frame rescaling (64) is equivalent to e, = eSU@) s w“bu — w“bu. Conformal

invariant theories, in the sense that the action is invariant under (63) (or (64)), can be
systematically obtained by introducing the Weyl covariant derivative, following the idea
of the Weyl gauge theory. The projective transformation is a kind of scale transformation
associated with the parallel transport (and also a transformation that preserves the auto-
parallel equation, hence the name, “projective”). The U-DHOST theory [58] arises as the
most general projective invariant scalar-tensor theory containing up to quadratic terms in the
connection [169], where the degeneracy condition is automatically satisfied by the projective
invariance.

2.5.  Cuscuton and minimally modified gravity

According to the Lovelock theorem, GR plus a cosmological constant is the only metric
theory with general covariance and having second-order Euler-Lagrange equations in four
dimensions. This implies that any modified gravity theory, at least effectively, contains addi-
tional DOF's on top of the metric. Nevertheless, it is possible to construct non-trivial models
without introducing a new dynamical DOF. Such models yield only two physical DOFs
and they are identified as the two polarisation modes of gravitational waves as in GR, and
hence can be regarded as minimal modifications of gravity. The simplest example within
scalar-tensor theories is the cuscuton model [173], whose action is given by

2
5= [y [M;”R NG v<¢>} , (66)

with p being a non-vanishing constant and V being an arbitrary function of ¢. In terms of
the Arnowitt-Deser-Misner (ADM) variables, the above action can be written as

M2 g
S = /dtd%ﬁ [;N (R+ Ky K7 — K*) + p? — NV(t)] . (67)

Here, N is the lapse function, R is the scalar curvature associated with the spatial metric ;;,
K;j is the extrinsic curvature with its trace denoted by K = K i;, and we chose the unitary
gauge where ¢ is taken to coincide with the time ¢. The point is that the modification from
the Einstein-Hilbert term is at most linear in N, which makes the Hamiltonian structure of
this model the same as that of GR. More generally, the authors of Ref. [174] performed a
Hamiltonian analysis for theories of the form

S = /dtd3$ﬁ[NF(7ijaKijaRijaDiat) + G(vij, Rij, Diy t)] (68)

with R;; being the spatial Ricci tensor and D; being the covariant derivative associated with
7ij, and derived the necessary and sufficient conditions for the Lagrangian to yield two (or
less) physical DOFs.
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Interestingly, there exist more general classes of minimally modified gravity, which can
be systematically constructed by means of Hamiltonian analysis [ 75—177]. In particular, a
general class within DHOST theories was specified in Ref. [178]. In the ADM language, the
action is written as

S = /dtd?’a:Nﬁ |: (UO + E) R + uz IV (Kinij _ K?)

N N—I—U3
Uy Uug 3uj
K —_ - 69
+N—|-U3 +U5+N 8U2N(N+U3) ’ ( )

where u’s are arbitrary functions of ¢. Here, we omitted terms cubic in K;; for simplicity. Note
that the cuscuton model (67) amounts to the choice ug(t) = ua(t) = M3,/2, us(t) = =V (t),
ug(t) = p?, uy(t) = uz(t) = ug(t) = 0. Cosmology in this model was studied in Ref. [179],
where it was shown that this class of models serves as a viable dark-energy model. Further
generalisations (in the U-DHOST family) can be found in Ref. [170]. It is intriguing to
note that the authors of [180] proposed a model within the class of theories of [176] that
gives the same predictions as those in GR for weak gravitational fields and the propagation
speed of gravitational waves. It is also possible to choose the model parameters so that the
homogeneous and isotropic cosmological dynamics is close to or even identical to that of the
ACDM model.

It should be noted that there is a subtlety in the two-DOF nature of the theories of this
type for an inhomogeneous configuration of ¢ [178]. Indeed, when d,¢ is spacelike, there
is a third propagating DOF. However, so long as 0,,¢ is timelike, this unwanted DOF does
not propagate if an appropriate boundary condition is imposed. This means that there is
a preferred slicing in the cuscuton-like theories. The situation is reminiscent of the shad-
owy mode in U-DHOST theories [58-60]. Thus, d,¢ has to be timelike to keep two-DOF
nature. Then, we can always adopt the gauge ¢ = ¢ and write the action in the ADM form
by using the spacetime metric only. Owing to the existence of the preferred slicing, cuscuton
and minimally modified gravity are Lorentz-violating theories of gravity, and they do not
contradict the uniqueness of GR in the sense of the Lovelock theorem. On the other hand,
the scattering amplitude arguments indicate that GR would be the unique theory of the
massless spin-2 field (i.e., the theory having two tensorial DOF's with the relativistic disper-
sion relation) under certain assumptions of unitarity and locality [181—184] even when the
Lorentz invariance is omitted from the assumptions [184]. Cuscuton and minimally modified
gravity are consistent with the latter uniqueness results as well since the locality condition
does not hold thanks to the shadowy mode, giving rise to non-trivial models of modified
gravity without a new dynamical DOF.

Another possible way to construct minimally modified gravity theories is to perform a
canonical transformation on GR [185, ], as a canonical transformation (or any invertible
field transformation) does not change the number of physical DOFs [11-16, 187]. Although
the theory obtained after the transformation is mathematically equivalent to GR, this equiva-
lence no longer holds when matter fields are taken into account: If matter fields are minimally
coupled to gravity in the new frame, then there are non-minimal interactions in the original
frame where gravity is described by GR. In this sense, we obtain a new class of theories
via canonical transformation, which offers a rich phenomenology [1806]. Likewise, performing
an invertible disformal transformation [12] (or its generalisation proposed in [18]) on known
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minimally modified gravity models yields a novel class of minimally modified gravity theories
in general.

Let us make a comment on the classification of modified gravity theories. According to
Ref. [186], a theory is called type-I if there exists an Einstein frame, or otherwise called
type-Il. For instance, the class of theories studied in Refs. [185, ] belongs to type-I,
as there exists an Einstein frame by construction. An obvious example of type-II minimally
modified gravity is the minimal theory of massive gravity [100, |, which we have discussed
in Sec. 2.2.4, where the dispersion relation of the graviton is different from that in GR.
Another example is the VCDM model [138, ], which is obtained by adding a cosmological
constant in a canonically transformed frame of GR and then performing the inverse canonical
transformation.

2.6. FEvading solar-system tests

Basically, additional DOFs appearing in modified gravity theories mediate an additional
gravitational force at all scales. Although a modification of the gravitational law on cosmo-
logical scales is necessary to account for the present cosmic acceleration, the “fifth force”
on small scales is strongly constrained by the precision tests of gravity on the Earth and in
the solar system. Modified gravity theories are therefore required to have a screening mech-
anism to reproduce GR on small scales for their phenomenological success as a dark energy
alternative. Here, we briefly overview three major screening mechanisms: the Vainshtein,
chameleon, and symmetron mechanisms. Although the details of screening depend on the
mechanisms, they are essentially classified into two classes: the fifth force is weakened by a
suppression of the effective coupling to matter (the Vainshtein and symmetron mechanisms)
or the effective mass of the field carrying the fifth force increases (the chameleon mechanism).
For a comprehensive review of screening mechanisms in modified gravity, see [77, , .

2.6.1. Vainshtein screening. The Vainshtein mechanism was first noticed in the context
of vDVZ discontinuity in massive gravity [192] as explained in Sec. 2.2. This mechanism
relies on kinetic interactions involving higher derivatives of the scalar degree of freedom,
and their non-linearities become dominant within a certain length scale, leading to a strong
suppression of the fifth force. Such higher derivative interactions appear not only in the
decoupling limit theory of massive gravity given in (29), but also in the Horndeski and
DHOST theories. One of the simplest examples is given by the cubic galileon model coupled
to matter:

1 O 1
Leg = —5((%)2 <1 + 21&:) + MiplﬁﬁT/fu (70)

where T%, is the trace of the energy-momentum tensor for matter and A is a mass scale. This
example arises as a subset of the Horndeski theory as well as the decoupling limit theory
with the particular parameter choice 84 = 5 = Bx = By = 0 in Eq. (29).

To see how the Vainshtein screening operates, let us consider a point source represented
by TH, = —M§®) (r)84 89, where M is the mass of the source. This static and spherically
symmetric setup allows us to consider ¢ = ¢(r) (where r is the radial coordinate), and then
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the equation of motion for the scalar field can be integrated once, yielding

¢ 1 (¢} M
i (8) = 71
r +A3 (7“) An Mpyr3’ (71)

where a prime stands for the derivative with respect to r. This algebraic equation determines
¢, i.e. the force due to the scalar field acting on the point mass. In the two limiting cases
the solution is given by

26Ny M 572
/ I\; (T> (r<ry),
Mpr | 2GyM
2 (rv <r),
where Gy = 1/(8mM%2,) and we defined the so-called Vainshtein radius
1 M 1/3

The Vainshtein radius gives the boundary between the linear and non-linear regimes. The
fifth force should be compared with the usual Newtonian force (® ~ GxM/r?), which can
be read off from the 00 component of the metric, goo = —(1 + 2®). Inside the Vainshtein
radius, the fifth force due to the scalar field is suppressed by the factor (r/rv)3/ 2 while it
is comparable to the Newtonian force outside the Vainshtein radius. It is natural to assume
that A ~ (Mleg)l/ 3 in the models accounting for the present accelerated expansion of
the Universe. In this case, the Vainshtein radius is given by ry ~ O(100) pc for the Sun.
This implies that the fifth force contribution can be well screened at small scales and the
solar-system constraints can be evaded thanks to the Vainshtein mechanism.

The basic structure is the same even in the presence of higher-order galileon interactions
in a spherically symmetric setup [36, ]. Although the Vainshtein screening mechanism
can in principle be successful in the case of a homogeneous and isotropic cosmological back-
ground in the Horndeski theory [194], there are several caveats. If G4 is a function of the
scalar field, the gravitational coupling even inside the Vainshtein radius, denoted by Giocal,
is a time-independent function, Gioeal = Glocal(t). As we will discuss in Sec. 4.1, Glpcal is
equal to the gravitational coupling appearing in the modified Friedmann equation given in
the form 3H? = 87Glocal (t) pm+ (up to linear in H) where the last term may be interpreted
as the effective dark energy component of the Horndeski theory. In addition, the devia-
tion of the parameterised post-Newtonian (PPN) parameter from the GR value, 1 — yppn,
where yppy := ¥/® and ¥ is another metric potential (the spatial curvature) read off from
the spatial metric, g;; = (1 — 2¥)d;5, is always suppressed by the factor given by the ratio
between r and ry after imposing cqgw = ¢. Furthermore, in the case of Gsx # 0, which is
also unacceptable from the requirement cqw = ¢, the inverse-square law of gravity cannot be
even reproduced well inside the Vainshtein radius. In addition, there are several conditions
in order that the Vainshtein solution exists. These conditions include successful matching

of the screened solution and the outer solution in the linear regime [1941] and the pertur-
bative stability conditions [$4]. There are also studies of more general setups beyond weak
gravity /spherical symmetry: low-density stars with slow rotation [195], static relativistic
stars [190], a two-body system [197], and a disk with a hole at its centre [198]. In the case of
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massive gravity theories and their extensions, it has been confirmed e.g. in Refs. [90,

| that the Vainshtein mechanism successfully works. The Vainshtein screening successfully
works in the GP theory as well, and the corrections to gravitational potentials become small
enough to satisfy the solar-system tests of gravity [205, ].

In the quadratic DHOST theory, non-linear derivative interactions involving higher deriva-
tives again play an important role in order to screen the fifth force [64, , ] (the earlier
studies of the Vainshtein screening beyond Horndeski were done in Refs. [209, 210]). After
integrating out the scalar field, the crucial difference between the Horndeski and DHOST
theories can be seen in the gravitational potentials well inside the Vainshtein radius:

dd  GyM(r) y
o= e T EIGNM (), (74)
AU GyM G M’
= = () 2, M) | = oot (), (75)

where M (r) is the enclosed mass inside a radius r, Gy is the effective Newton’s constant, and
=; are the dimensionless background-dependent coefficients. Here, Gn and Z; are written in
terms of the functions in the Lagrangian of the quadratic DHOST theory, and their explicit
expressions can be found in [64]. Outside the matter source, M is constant and the standard
behaviour of gravity is recovered. In contrast, the derivatives of M (r) do not vanish inside
the matter source, leading to “partial breaking of Vainshtein screening” [209].

Since breaking of the screening mechanism would change the structure of matter distribu-
tions, one obtains new predictions specific to the quadratic DHOST theory and can thereby
place observational/experimental constraints on the theory [210-230]. For example, from
Eq. (74), the modified hydrostatic and Lane-Emden equations for a polytropic fluid have
been derived [211]. The universal bound on Z; has been obtained from the requirement
that gravity is attractive at the stellar centre, and the analytic/numerical solutions of the
modified Lane-Emden equation have been calculated for some particular polytropic indices.
The most stringent bound on Z; has been obtained from the helioseismic observations as
—72x 1073 < Z; <4.8 x 1073 (at 20) [225].

Let us mention the Vainshtein mechanism in the particular DHOST theory respecting
caw = ¢ and the absence of graviton decay described by the Lagrangian (14), which turns
out to break in a different way from that in generic DHOST theories [231] (see also Ref. [232]).
Technically, this particular theory corresponds to the special case where the denominators of
=1 and Z3 vanish, and one thus needs to perform a separate analysis of this case. It is found
that, even in the exterior region of the matter distribution inside the Vainshtein radius, the
recovery of the standard behaviour of gravity is not automatic but requires the fine-tuning
of the theory parameters. Inside the matter distribution, the two metric potentials ® and ¥
do not coincide, and the effective Newton’s constant in the matter interior is different from
its exterior value. The difference between ® and ¥ can be measured by comparing the X-ray
and lensing profiles of galaxy clusters [215, , ]. The difference between the interior
and exterior Newton’s constants could potentially be tested by using the sound speed and
neutrino fluxes in the Sun. The tightest constraint on this particular DHOST theory comes
from the orbital decay of the Hulse-Taylar pulsar [208, 235].

We finally note that there is another screening mechanism called “kinetic screening/k-
Mouflage gravity” [236]. Even if higher derivative interactions responsible for the Vainshtein
mechanism is absent, non-linear kinetic terms such as X2 in k-essence theory can suppress
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the fifth force on small scales by enhancing effectively the kinetic term for the fluctuation of
the scalar field. For the detail of the kinetic screening mechanism, one may refer to [237-239].

2.6.2. Chameleon and symmetron. The Vainshtein and kinetic screening mechanisms
introduced in the previous subsection rely on non-linear derivative interactions of the scalar
degree of freedom. In this subsection, we review other two screening mechanisms called the
chameleon and symmetron [191, |, which are implemented through an interplay between
the potential term of the scalar degree of freedom and a conformal coupling to matter.
It is known that some f(R) models and corresponding scalar-tensor theories exploit the
Chameleon mechanism.

To see how the chameleon mechanism operates, let us consider the scalar-tensor theory
described by the action

/ d'z/—3 [ My 1”“”8Mqﬁ8yqb V(9| + Sm(gpuw» i) , (76)

where 1; stands for the matter field(s). The Jordan frame metric g,, and the Einstein frame
metric g, are related through the conformal transformation as follows®:

G = A%(0)guw - (77)

Couplings between the scalar field ¢ and the matter fields ¢; are introduced by the conformal
factor A(¢). As an illustration, let us consider the dilatonic coupling of the form A(¢) =
ePe/Mr1 where S is a constant parameter. The equation of motion for the scalar field ¢ is
given by

=, _OV(p) B

U¢ = 0 + M—plT“ A™Y(9), (78)

where TV, := THg,,, is the trace of the energy-momentum tensor 7),, in the Jordan frame
defined by T := (2/y/—9)0Sm/dguv. (This energy-momentum tensor is conserved in the
Jordan frame, V, 7" = 0.) The right-hand side may be regarded as an effective potential
slope, and the conformal coupling to matter thus affects the scalar field dynamics in an
environment-dependent way. In the case where the scalar field plays the role of dark energy,
the bare mass of the field is assumed to be given by the dark energy scale, which is light.
Due to the coupling to the trace of the matter energy-momentum tensor, the effective mass
of the scalar field can be significantly larger than its bare mass, reflecting the hierarchy
between the dark energy scale and other physical scales. Here, it is convenient to define
the energy-momentum tensor with a tilde as 7%, = A=3T", and its trace as T' b= AT3TH,.
For nonrelativistic matter with 7% = diag(—p, 0,0, 0), this energy-momentum tensor is con-
served in the Einstein frame, @HT% =0." In terms of T’L, the effective potential is written

6 One may find in the literature a different convention in which the metrics in the two frames are
related through g, = A%(¢)g,, with A(¢) = e~ Pe/Mpr

"The energy—momentum tensor with a tilde here is different from the energy-momentum tensor in
the Einstein frame, T( = (2/v/=§)6Sm /03, = A~STH which is not conserved. For a more general

fluid with the equation of state w = p/p = const, one would define T#, := A=3(+®)TH for a conserved
energy-momentum tensor in the Einsiten frame.
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as

Verr(¢) = V(¢) = T, A7 (9) . (79)

Suppose that 8 >0 (8 <0) and the bare potential V(¢) is a monotonically increasing
(decreasing) function of ¢. The effective potential then has a minimum at some ¢ = duyin,
and one can evaluate the effective mass at the minimum as

m2 L 82Veff(¢)

deff T T H42 (80)

P=Pmin

The effective mass is larger for larger p (= —T’“L) (here we simply assume that T% is given
by that of non-relativistic matter), and the typical energy density in the local environment is
much larger than the dark energy density. The propagation of the scalar field is consequently
suppressed, which enables the scalar-tensor theory to evade the constraints from local grav-
itational experiments. Since this screening mechanism relies on the environment-dependent
effective mass, we call it the chameleon mechanism [241, 242].

Despite this efficient screening effect, the coupling parameter can be constrained e.g. by
the E6t-Wash experiment [243-245], Casimir force tests [240, ], atom interferometry
experiments [248-250], and precision atomic measurements [251-253]. The constraints on
the specific model with the potential V (¢) = A" /¢" as well as f(R) gravity are provided
in the literature [191]. In cosmology, the cosmic history makes non-trivial effects on the
scalar field dynamics through the chameleon mechanism [251-261].

Let us give several comments on the conformal coupling to matter. In general, one may
assign different coupling parameters 3; to different matter species ;. As conformal symmetry
suggests a vanishing trace of the energy-momentum tensor, the scalar field does not couple
to the radiation components (massless gauge bosons) at the classical level. However, at
the quantum level, the trace anomaly generates a non-vanishing trace [262-261], and thus
the coupling between the scalar field and radiation shows up. One can find the non-trivial
scalar-field dependence in the matter Lagrangian, such as the kinetic term of the Standard-
Model Higgs. Although scalar-field dependence is obscure in the perfect-fluid description and
hidden in the energy density and pressure, a field-theoretical approach reveals that quasi-
static configuration of matter can allow us to ignore such a scalar-field dependence [265],
which would justify the conventional definition Eq. (79).

It should be noted that f(R) gravity can be recast into a particular scalar-tensor theory
whose action is of the form of Eq. (76) with the dilatonic coupling function A = e?/ (*/EMPI),
i.e. B =1/6 (see Sec. 2.1.3). The shape of the potential V(¢) depends on the concrete
form of the function f(R). Thus, f(R) gravity can exhibit the chameleon mechanism with
an appropriate choice of the function f(R). Well-studied models of such chameleon f(R)
gravity accounting for dark energy include [260, ].

Before closing this subsection, let us discuss briefly the symmetron mechanism [268],
which also relies on the interplay between the potential of the scalar field and the con-
formal coupling to matter. In the symmetron model, the coupling function is given by
A71(¢) =1+ B¢?/(2ME)), while the potential is chosen to be a Mexican-hat form,

2
V(o) = 5+ 2o (s1)
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Now, in the presence of non-relativistic matter with 7' l, = —p, the effective potential for the
scalar field takes the following form:

Vi) = 5 (37 =) ¢ + 0. (52)
From this, we see that the energy density p controls the vacuum structure. One can define
the critical density p. := MQM}%I /B, and the scalar field acquires a non-zero VEV, ¢ygy ~
+u/ VA, in the low-density region (p < p«) where the Z5 symmetry is spontaneously broken,
while ¢ has the vanishing VEV in the high-density region (p > p.) where the symmetry is
restored. Since fluctuations d¢ around ¢ = ¢ygy couple to matter as ~ (8/Mg,)dvevidp,
the coupling between the scalar field and matter is switched off in the high-density region
where ¢ygy = 0. This is how the symmetry mechanism operates.

Although the chameleon and symmetron mechanisms are both controlled by the matter
field, they screen the scalar-mediated force in different ways: the chameleon mechanism
increases the effective mass and suppresses the propagation of the fifth force, while the sym-
metron mechanism suppresses the coupling to matter. Therefore, the way screening works
in the symmetron mechanism is in some sense similar to that in the Vainshtein mechanism.

2.7.  Positwvity bound

Despite the diversity of modified gravity models and their predictions, almost all of them
share the same property: most of them are described by non-renormalisable Lagrangian and
hence would be understood as low-energy effective field theories (EFTs) of some unknown
ultraviolet (UV) completion of gravity. From this viewpoint, it is interesting to ask which
modified gravity models can arise as low-energy EFTs from a model of quantum gravity.
Once this question is answered, one can get some insight into quantum gravity indirectly
from observational constraints on modified gravity models.

Recently, it has been recognised that EFTs which can be embedded into standard UV com-
pletions have to satisfy several consistency conditions, so-called positivity bounds. Roughly
speaking, the EFT interactions arise by integrating out UV degrees of freedom and the
interactions between UV degrees of freedom and EFT degrees of freedom are subject to
unitarity constraints; accordingly, the coupling constants of the EFT should be also sub-
ject to the unitarity constraints. The bounds are originally formulated in the context of
non-gravitational theories [269-271]. Their extensions to gravitational theories have been
discussed recently (see e.g., [272-287] and references therein). In particular, constraints on
lowest-order coefficients are recently extended in a way applicable to gravitational theo-
ries with some additional working assumptions [273, , |. Below, we review positivity
bounds by following [271, ] and then discuss their implications.

2.7.1. Non-gravitational positivity bound. Positivity bounds are formulated in terms of
the 2 to 2 scattering of light fields which are contained in EFT spectra. As the simplest
example, we focus on a scalar EFT in four dimensions without gravity,

1 m? «
L= (00 — "0 —V(0) + 15(00) + - (53)
and consider the scattering amplitude M(s, t, u) of the process ¢(k1)p(ke) — ¢(ks)p(ky) (all
momenta ingoing). Here, s, ¢, and u are usual Mandelstam variables defined by s := —(k; +
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Fig. 1 Fig.(a): the analytic structure of M(s,0) in the complex s-plane. The light-blue
”x” and the wavy lines are poles and branch cuts, respectively. Fig.(b): the integration
contour to derive Eq. (85).

ko)?, t := —(k1 + k3)?, and u := — (k1 + k4)?. These variables satisfy an equality s +t +u =
4m? and we regard M as a function of (s,t). We write M as M(s,t) below. Note that we
do not distinguish between m and the physical pole mass for simplicity. Let us consider the
series expansion around the s ¢+ u crossing symmetric point s = 2m? — ¢/2,

M(s,t) = (s,t,u-channel poles) + Z cn(t) <s —2m? + ;) . (84)

n=0

Suppose that the EFT cutoff scale A satisfies A > m. The low-energy part of the amplitude
is calculable within the EFT region {(s,t,u) : |s|,|t|, [u| < A%}, and then the expansion coef-
ficients {c,,(t) }v, are expressed in terms of the coupling constants of the EFT Lagrangian. In
contrast, we cannot compute M(s, t) outside the EFT region without specifying the UV com-
pletion. Nonetheless, it has been known that M(s,t) must possess several properties (even
outside the EFT region) if UV completion is Lorentz invariant, unitary, local, and causal.
Causality implies analyticity: M(s,0) is analytic except for usual poles and cuts associated
with single particle exchanges and multi-particle exchanges in the complex s-plane, see Fig. 1.
Analyticity, unitarity, and locality in the form of polynomial-boundedness assumptions on M
give the s?-boundedness lim|,|_,, |M(s,0)/s?| = 0 thanks to the Phragmén-Lindelsf theorem
in the absence of massless t-channel pole.® This is an extension of the Froissart-Martin
bound [290, ] to the complex s-plane. These properties admit a dispersive sum rule for
co by integrating M(s,0)/(s — 2m?)3 along the contour shown in Fig. 1 [271]:

02(0) _ /400 % DiSCSM(&O)/i > 0, (85)

m2 T (s—2m?)3

where DiscsM(s,t) := M(s + i€, t) — M(s — ie,t). Unitarity ensures Discs M(s,0)/i > 0,
giving the strict inequality for cy(0). Separating EFT and UV quantities in the above

8 For the derivation of positivity bounds in the absence of polynomial boundedness assumptions
and its relation to non-localisability of theories, see [288,
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equation by introducing B(A) := ¢2(0) A% ds Dise. M 0)/i e have [292, 293]

T Jam2 r (s—2m?)
B(A):/oodsDiscsM(s,O)/i>0' (86)
A2 T (s —2m?2)3

Eqgs. (85) and (86) are called positivity bounds. (Eq. (86) is sometimes called improved
positivity bounds because the bounds are strengthened by subtracting the calculable part
of the integral.) For instance, we have c2(0) = 16« at the tree-level approximation, meaning
that an EFT (83) with o <0 is inconsistent with the standard UV completion. Note that
one can derive dispersive sum rules for higher-order coefficients including {c;, },>2. It is also
possible to go away from the forward limit [294]. Also, one can derive new bounds on Wilson
coefficients by using crossing symmetries [295-298] which lead to two-sided bounds; that is,
the Wilson coefficients are bounded from above and below.

2.7.2.  Gravitational positivity bound. It is very non-trivial to extend the above analysis in
a way applicable to gravitational theories. The proof of s>-bound limg o0 [M(s, < 0)/ s?| =
0 is not known due to the presence of massless graviton ¢-channel pole. The s?-bound is satis-
fied in known examples of UV-complete gravitational amplitudes such as string amplitudes,
however.? We assume the s? bound and discuss its implications. Under this assumption, we

can derive a dispersive sum rule for B(A) as we did in non-gravitational setups. Importantly,

because graviton t-channel exchange gives a singular term M > Mrft_lsu which grows as

2

fast as s°, a sum rule for B(A) now reads

*ds DiscsM(s,t)/i 1
fo S o marany let} | 57

t—0—

B(A) = lim {

The right-hand side is “oo — 00” whose sign is unclear. To realise the cancellation of

2 at

O(t~1) singular term, it will be required that the Discs M(s,t) grows as fast as s
t =0 while slower than s? for ¢t < 0. This suggests us to parameterise the growth rate
as DiscgM(s,t) ~ s*®  called Regge behaviour, in the UV region. Physically, the Regge
behaviour implies that the UV theory has a tower of higher spin states and this behaviour is
indeed realised in examples such as Virasoro-Shapiro amplitude. In [278], the cancellation of
O(t~ ') term is demonstrated under the assumption of the Regge behaviour DiscsM (s, t)/i =
f() (S/Mrzegge)2+alt+a”t2+m + (sub-leading terms) with o' > 0. Here, M;cgge denotes the
lightest mass scale of the heavy physics which Reggeizes the amplitude. In the tree-level

superstring example, we have o’ ~ Mr_egge with o = 0. An explicit computation of finite

terms of the right-hand side of (87) shows the gravitational positivity bound [278] (see also
[273, ) ):
B(A) > _O<M};2Mr;§ge) ) (88)

under the single scaling assumption o/ ~ |0 /o] ~ |9, f/ fli=0 ~ O(M3,.). As long as the
scale of Reggeization Mcgge is high enough, the bound (88) can be regarded as an approxi-
mate positivity bound. The bound (88) is distinct from those conjectured in [277, 282] which
depends on EFT cutoff scales or mass scales of fields in EFTs.

9 For recent discussions on the high-energy behaviour of gravitational scatterings (see e.g., [299]).
Also, the s?-bound is consistent with the result of [300].

31/115



Note that the subtleties discussed above are absent if the graviton is massive. Then,
positivity bounds on massive gravity are discussed in the literature (see e.g., [301-304]).

2.7.8.  Implications of gravitational positivity bound. Gravitational positivity bounds have
been applied to various models: for cosmological models, bounds on Horndeski theory are
obtained in [305, 306], and the bounds on scalar-tensor EFT and DHOST theory are obtained
in [278]. Such bounds, however, constrain Wilson coefficients of models expanded around the
Minkowski solution, not those expanded around the cosmological background. Phenomeno-
logically, we are interested in the latter. Because Lorentz invariance is broken due to the
non-trivial background, it is not fully understood how one can extend positivity bounds in
a way applicable to such situations (for recent developments, see e.g., [307-311]).

Having said that, it is possible to guess several implications for the models of modified
gravity. The Lagrangian (83) is known as the k-essence theory, one of the simplest theories
within the Horndeski family. For simplicity, let us assume the shift symmetry (m = V(¢) = 0)
and consider perturbations around a “cosmological” background ¢ = eA?t + 7(¢,x) with a
constant parameter €. The quadratic action is given by

1 .
£ = S+ 12620) (72 — 2omd'm) + -+ - (89)
with
1+ 4€e2a
2 _
“ T 1¥12¢2a° (90)

where gravitational effects are ignored for simplicity. In general, higher-order terms such
as (0¢)° also contribute, but they can be ignored when e is sufficiently small. One can see
that the positivity bound a > 0 states that the sound speed cs has to be subluminal, ¢, < 1.
In this sense, the positivity bound could be interpreted as a causality constraint on the
EFT [271] (see also [312] for a recent study). Even though the validity of this relation is not
trivial in generic situations, especially in the presence of gravity [287, —319], prohibiting
a superluminal propagation provides important implications for modified gravity. First of
all, the sound speed of perturbations around a cosmological background generically deviates
from the speed of light, and a large parameter space might be excluded if a subluminal prop-
agation speed is imposed. The situation is more stringent in the screening mechanisms. A
superluminal propagation generically appears around solutions exhibiting the kinetic screen-
ing or the Vainshtein screening (see e.g., [239]). In the case of the k-essence theory, the sign
for the superluminal propagation and the sign for suppressing the local fifth force precisely
agree with each other even considering a generic functional form [239, ]. The superlu-
minal propagation also appears around the Vainshtein screening, and it is recently shown
that the (weakly-broken) galileon theory around the flat spacetime is incompatible with the
two-sided bounds obtained by using full crossing symmetry [295-298]. It would be important
to understand the precise relations between the assumptions on the UV completion and the
screening mechanisms latter of which can be tested observationally.

The above arguments are essentially based on the knowledge from non-gravitational posi-
tivity bounds, while gravitational positivity bounds can get one step further. Interestingly,
once renormalisable theories are coupled to gravity, models are often constrained by the grav-
itational positivity bounds (88). When considering the system consisting of massless U (1)
gauge bosons and charged fermions/scalars, gravitational positivity bounds on scatterings of
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U(1) gauge bosons often lead to the Weak-Gravity-Conjecture-like bounds [272, , 1,

and could be even stronger [232]. In particular, when applying these bounds to QED, the
cutoff scale reads A ~ 10% GeV [252]. This scale is much lower than the GUT scale or the
expected quantum gravity scales. It is found that the cutoff is raised to around 10'6 GeV
in the Standard Model, which is comparable to the expected GUT scale [283]. One can also
derive non-trivial constraint on scalar theories [277, |: for example, precise bounds on
scalar potentials are obtained in [2841] which may be understood as swampland conditions
for scalar potentials. Also, a recent work [320] discusses the implications of (88) to the
physics of dark sector. See e.g., [274, | for earlier discussions along this line of considera-
tions. Ref. [320] discusses dark photon models as an illustrative example and computes the

photon-dark photon amplitudes. Interestingly, it is found that the bounds are so stringent
that can be tested against ongoing experiments. These results clarify the phenomenological
importance of gravitational positivity bounds.

One should keep in mind, however, that the assumptions which lead to the bound (88) are
not yet fully justified. For instance, once the single scaling assumption mentioned below (88)
is violated, then negative value of B(A) may be allowed to alter the implications discussed
above. A recent interesting paper [285] pointed out that for graviton-photon amplitudes the
single scaling assumption should be violated for consistency of the sum rule. It is important
to understand how generic this feature is beyond the graviton-photon scattering. It is desired

to derive positivity bounds with fewer assumptions.'®

3. Observables for testing gravity

This section describes cosmological observables to test modified gravity. The princi-
pal observables are the statistical correlations of the fluctuations of CMB tempera-
ture/polarisations and the spatial distribution of galaxies at large scales. As secondary
effects, gravitational lensing/Sunyaev-Zel’dovich effects give detailed information on pho-
ton scattering via gravitational potentials and environments. These observables trace the
physics of gravitational interactions on cosmological scales.

To detect signatures of modified gravity, it is necessary to signify deviations from the stan-
dard predictions of the ACDM model in the observables. Although the detailed predictions
depend on models of modified gravity, the major changes are caused by the change of the
background dynamics and the modifications of the Poisson and lensing equations at the lin-
ear order in perturbations. As the first step for testing possible deviations from the ACDM
model, we shall introduce phenomenological parameters to characterise these effects of mod-
ified gravity. The phenomenological parameters enable us to discuss general constraints on
the modification of gravity regardless of the details of the model. Although there are many
possible ways of introducing such parameters, here we introduce some of the most commonly
used parameters in current analyses in Sec. 3.1.

10 Ref. [2581] achieved the derivation of positivity bounds in dimensions higher than four by assuming

the s?-bound and analyticity only, but the obtained bound is much weaker than (88) once loop
corrections are included. The loop corrections are essential for obtaining non-trivial consequences of
gravitational positivity bounds.
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We then give comprehensive information about the observations and the observables of
CMB and LSS in Secs. 3.2 and 3.3, respectively. By utilising the phenomenological param-
eters (or using predictions of a concrete theory), we can test the modifications of gravity
with observational data. Forthcoming surveys can overcome systematic uncertainties and
gain statistical power thanks to wider and deeper probes over the cosmic volume. However,
we stress that the actual observables are not phenomenological parameters, and the phe-
nomenological parameters are used to translate the observational data into the constraints
on the modifications of gravitational physics. It is, therefore, important to enumerate the
observables in a coverall manner and understand observational strategies for testing gravity.

3.1.  Basic equations for testing modified gravity against ACDM model

This subsection briefly introduces phenomenological parametrisations commonly used for
testing gravity on cosmological scales, based on the standard formulae for the evolution of
the background universe and the growth of the matter density fluctuations. The signatures
of modified gravity arise in observables as deviations from the predictions of the standard
ACDM model and GR. Appropriate phenomenological parametrisations help observationally
verify to what extent the GR is consistent, as well as constraining theoretical information
therein. To clarify the connection to the observables and of keeping the spirit of minimalism
of introduced parameters, we admit a minimum set of phenomenological parameters here.

We start from the flat Friedmann-Lemaitre-Robertson-Walker (FLRW) metric in the form
ds* = —dt* + a*(t) (dx* + x*dQ?) | (91)

where x is the comoving radial distance and a is the scale factor. In modified gravity, it is
often the case that an additional dynamical degree of freedom contributes as a dark energy
component, and such a component generally provides the time-varying energy density and
pressure. To describe the effect of the dynamical dark energy component on the background
evolution of the universe, the effective equation-of-state parameter w(a) is commonly used,
and such a model is called wCDM model instead of the standard ACDM one. The definition
of w(a) is given as

_ Ppg(a)

~ poE(a)’
where ppr and Ppg denote the background energy density and pressure of the dark energy

(92)

component, respectively. Assuming that the dark energy component minimally couples to
other matter sectors'! and obeys the usual energy-conservation law, the expansion rate for
the wCDM model in the late-time universe can be written as

Qm Ina , ,
H*(a) = H? ?—l—(l—Qm)exp <—3/0 [1+w(a)]dlna>] , (93)

where the present scale factor is set to a = 1. We have neglected the radiation energy density.
The basic parameters for the background are the Hubble-Lemaitre constant Hy and the

11 Once the non-minimal coupling between the dark energy and matter components is introduced,
each component no longer satisfies the conservation law individually [321-324]. In this case, the
formula of the expansion rate in the wCDM should be modified.
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present matter density parameter . In general, the way the equation-of-state parameter
w(a) varies with time depends on the model of modified gravity under consideration. As
a simple example of the functional form for the model-independent analysis, an expanded
form of function with 1 — a is usually employed, defined as [325, ]

w(a) =wo + (1 — a) wg, (94)

where wg and w, denote the two phenomenological constant parameters. In this model, the
expansion rate can be rewritten as

Qm — wo+w —3w —a
H?(a) = Hf |~ + (1= ) a Stwotw) o =swa(l=a) | (95)

This (wo, w,) parametrsation is known to reproduce the expansion history of the late-time
universe relatively well for a wide class of modified gravity theories up to a sufficiently high
redshift and has been used widely for the constraints on dynamical dark energy and modi-
fied gravity model. It should be noted that there are several subtleties in this approach. In
the general class of modified gravity theories, it may be non-trivial to identify the energy
density and the pressure of the dark energy component, ppr and Ppg, in the system of
the background Friedmann and Raychaudhuri equations. In that case, the equation-of-state
parameter is not well defined. This issue will be discussed in Sec. 4.1.

Not only the background dynamics but also the spatial matter density fluctuations in the
FLRW universe should be affected by the modification of gravity theory, and they can be
scrutinised from the precise observations of the evolution of the LSS. Then, let us introduce
the phenomenological parameters to characterise the matter density fluctuations. For the
current purpose, we will adopt the metric perturbations in the Newtonian gauge around the
background FLRW spacetime,

ds? = — [1 +20(1, x)} At + a2(t) [1 - 2\Il(t,x)} §ijdaridal (96)
For the matter sector, we consider the density fluctuation, &, which is defined by

pm(t;x) = po(t) [1 +6(¢,x)], (97)

where py denotes the background matter density. Though various parametrisations describ-
ing the effect of modified gravity on the growth of structure have been considered in
the literature, one of the extensively-discussed parametrisations is (p,Y) parametrisa-
tions in which the Poisson and lensing equations take the following form in the Fourier
space [327-330]:

K2®(t, k) = —ArGplt, k)po(t)5(t, k) , (98)
k2 [q»(t,k) LK) = —87GNE(t, k) po(1)d(t, k) (99)

by introducing the phenomenological functions u(t, k) and (¢, k) which represent the devi-
ations from GR (u =X =1 in GR). We should note that the Newton constant Gy =
1/(87M3,) introduced in Egs. (98) and (99) is now defined not through the cosmological
equations but through the local test of Newton’s law. Instead of 3, the gravitational slip
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parameter 7(a, k) is also often used, which is defined as'?

v

The recent observational constraints based on this parametrisation by using CMB mea-

(100)

surements and weak lensing data from LSS surveys have been reported in [331-335]. To
practically obtain the observational constraints, a functional form of these parameters as a
function of time and scale should be specified as in the case of the equation-of-state parameter
w(a). As a specific choice for large-scale observations, the scale-independent functional form
is widely employed: p(a) =1+ po Qpg(a)/Qpro and 3(a) =1+ X Qpg(a)/QUpr,o, where
Qpg(a) is the density parameter of the dark energy component at cosmic scale factor a
(Qpr(a) =1—Qn(a) in the late-time flat Universe, where {2y, (a) represents the density
parameter of the matter at cosmic scale factor a, which is given by QO (a) = HZQp /a® H?(a)),
and Qpg is its present value. It is simply motivated by the natural thought that the
deviations from GR have to be associated with cosmic acceleration, and hence in the matter-
dominated Universe, GR should be recovered, that is, u = ¥ = 1. We should note that the
mapping of these phenomenological parameters to specific theories of gravity is not fully
understood and the effective gravitational couplings have difficulty in choosing the theoret-
ical prior distributions of parameters. As shown in Sec. 4, pu and X for specific models of
modified gravity have complicated dependence on arbitrary functions of a parent theory.
Although there are these subtleties, this parametrisation is still useful to understand how
signals in observables deviate from the standard scenario.

While the above parametrisation focused on the effects of modified gravity that appear
in the equations relating to matter and gravity, now let us introduce an extensively-studied
effective parameter that describes the growth of matter fluctuations. Assuming that the
matter sector is minimally coupled to the gravity sector'® and focusing on the evolution on
sub-horizon scales, the matter density fluctuation 6(¢,x) and the velocity field v(¢,x) obey
the standard fluid equations in the Newtonian limit. The continuity and Euler equations

yield
g‘z + 28,- [(1+6)'] =0, (101)
661;2 + Ho' + évj(?jvi = —%aiq). (102)
To linear order, these equations are combined to give
gi;erzng—Z;@:o. (103)

If the (effective) Poisson equation is properly given, the equation for the linear density
fluctuation can be solved. The effects of modified gravity come into play only through the

12 The definition of the gravitational slip parameter is the same as for the PPN parameter, yppn,
which was introduced in Sec. 2.6. Conventionally, vppn is used as a phenomenological parameter for
solar-system tests, while the gravitational slip parameter is used for cosmological observations.

13 When one breaks the assumption of the minimal coupling to the gravity sector, both the con-
tinuity and Euler equations get modified. In particular, the physical interpretation of observational
data obtained by measurements of redshift-space distortions changes drastically [321-324].

36/115



gravitational potential ®. Substituting Eq. (98) into the above equation, we obtain the
evolution equation for the density fluctuation:

026 00

— +2H— — 47G 0=0. 104

o2 + or ~ AmaNkpo (104)
When the phenomenological function in the Poisson equation, p, depends only on time,
the time dependence of the linear density field can be expressed independently of the wave
number. In particular, on large scales, the density fluctuations can be simply expressed
as d(a,k) = D(a)dini(k), where D(a) and diyi(k) denote the linear growth and the initial
density fluctuation.!'# Once the solution of § is obtained, from the continuity equation (101),
the linear velocity divergence field defined as 0(a,x) := —9;v*(a,x)/aH (a) is written as

0(a,x) = f(a)d(a,x), (105)

where f represents the linear growth rate of structure, which is defined as

~dInD(a)

fla) == =522 (106)

Among varieties of current cosmological observational data, measuring the growth rate f(a)
is believed to be a powerful tool for the test of the modified gravity responsible for the
current cosmic acceleration, which would not be possible just by looking at the evolution of
the homogeneous and isotropic universe. To compare the observational data and theoretical
predictions efficiently, it should be useful to introduce a constant phenomenological param-
eter, which depends on the theory. A minimal approach that has been conventionally used
is to introduce the gravitational growth index ~, defined through

fla) = [Qm(a)]”. (107)
This parametrisation was originally developed in [3306], and the potential to distinguish dark
energy model and modified gravity has been discussed in [337-339]. Within this formalism,

v is a parameter that is different for different cosmological models: in the ACDM model
with GR, we expect the growth index to be approximately constant with v ~ 6/11, while

v~ 0.69 for the self-accelerating DGP model [337], 0.40-0.43 for f(R) model [310-313],
3n(16n — 5)/(110n? — 47n + 5) for the n-th kinetic braiding model [344]. See also [345] for
the Horndeski theory and [316, 347] for the DHOST theory.

So far we have looked at linear growth, but we can consider higher order. Even if the initial
density fluctuation is well described by linear theory, the continuity and Euler equations do
indeed have non-linear terms. The non-linearity of the gravitational dynamics eventually
dominates and we must correctly take into account the non-linear growth of fluctuations.
For the quasi-nonlinear regime, the density fluctuations in the Fourier space can be formally

14 On smaller scales, matter density fluctuations that enter the horizon in the radiation-dominated
era should have scale dependence in terms of when they enter the horizon due to the growth sup-
pression of fluctuations during the radiation-dominated era. In addition, so-called baryon acoustic
oscillations also appear scale-dependent, and these scale dependencies are often expressed as a transfer
function.
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expanded in terms of the linear density field, d1,, as

d3pd3 .
d(k,a) =dr(k,a) + / %5]‘3(1{ — p1 — P2)Fa(p1,p2; a)onL(p1,a)orL(p2,a) + - - - .

(108)

In the case of the Einstein-de Sitter universe in GR, the symmetric kernel function F5 can be
solved analytically and found to be time-independent [318]. However, in addition to the non-
linearity in the continuity and Euler equations, since the modification of gravity theory alters
the non-linear structures of gravitational interactions, the form of the kernel function should
depend on the underlying theory of gravity. In particular, when we focus on the specific
type of scalar-tensor theory discussed in this paper, namely Horndeski theory and DHOST
theory, the explicit form of the second-order kernel function can be derived as [319-353]

Fy(ky, ko, a) = (a) [1 + %(El ) <Z; + :i)] - %)\(a) {1 (k- EQ)Q] o (109)

with k := k/k. This expression reproduces the well-known analytic result for the case of the
Einstein-de Sitter universe in GR when « = A = 1, while in the case of ACDM model, A
slightly deviates from unity [348, , ]. The effect of the modification of gravity theo-
ries can be captured in these functions and the time evolution of them drastically changes
depending on the theory [345, , , , , , |. Thus, the late-time evolution of
the coefficients that trace the non-linear growth of structure can deliver new information on
the modification of gravity theories that would not be imprinted in the background and the
linear growth [345].

In this subsection, we have introduced the phenomenological parametrisations commonly
utilised. Both background and perturbative features beyond the concordance ACDM model
play an important role in constraining the range of viable gravity theories. In the following
subsections, based on these phenomenological parametrisations, we will give comprehensive
information about cosmological observations such as CMB and LSS.

3.2.  Cosmic Microwave Background

The cosmic microwave background (CMB) is the relic photons of the Big Bang, which
is observed as isotropic radiation with the temperature T = 2.7255 K. There are tiny
anisotropies in the CMB of the order of 107° K originating from the quantum fluctua-
tions during inflation (there are many review articles'® and textbooks on the CMB such
as [358, 359]). Thus, CMB is usually available to determine the cosmology and fundamental
physics at early times, while it can probe late-time Universe in combination with additional
cosmological data, constraining how modified gravity or dark energy evolves at lower red-
shifts [334]. In this subsection, as preparation for experimental investigations of modified
gravity in the future, first, we summarise the status and schedule of ongoing and future
CMB experiments. The current and forecast sensitivities are shown in Fig. 2. Then, we also
give a brief review of the CMB observables potentially relevant to constrain the modified
gravity. Details of the formulation for observables will be presented in Sec. 5.1.

15 See also http://background.uchicago.edu/
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Fig. 2 The evolution of the “raw” sensitivity of ground-based experiments and satellite
missions over time showing different stages. The “raw” sensitivity is scaled as the combina-
tion of per-detector sensitivity, the number of detectors, and the length of observations. The
figure is adopted from the original figure by [360].

3.2.1.  Summary of the status and schedule of ongoing and future CMB experiments.

ACT/ACTPol/AdvACT. The Atacama Cosmology Telescope (ACT) project [361] has
been observing the CMB sky with arcmin resolution thanks to a 6 m aperture telescope
on Cerro Toco in the Atacama Desert in Chile. The first generation of receivers was the
Millimeter Bolometric Array Camera (MBAC), which made CMB observations at 150, 220,
and 280 GHz from 2007 to 2010. The second was ACTPol, which was polarisation-sensitive
and made CMB observations at 90 and 150 GHz from 2013 to 2015. The final camera is
AdvACT, which stands for Advanced ACTPol, and is being made CMB observations at
30/40, 90, 150, and 220 GHz since 2016.

The ACT project made large data releases, called DR4 and DR5, including temperature
and polarisation maps at arcminute resolution that cover ~18,000 deg? of the low-foreground
sky having a declination between —60° < § < 22°. The survey has a large overlap with
optical surveys like BOSS [362], HSC [363], DES [364], DESI [365] and LSST [366] for

cross-correlation studies.

POLARBEAR /Simons Array. The Simons Array [367] is an upgraded experiment on Cerro
Toco in the Atacama Desert in Chile as the successor to the POLARBEAR experiment [308,
], which had achieved the first measurement of the B-mode power spectrum in 2014 [370,
]. The Simons Array will cover 95, 150, and 220/270 GHz frequency bands with three

telescopes. Each telescope and receiver combination is named PB2-A, PB2-B, and PB2-C.
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PB2-A and PB2-B will have nearly identical receivers operating at 95 GHz and 150 GHz.
PB2-A was deployed and achieved the first light in January 2019 and PB-2B is being deployed
in 2021/2022. PB2-C will house a receiver operating at 220/270 GHz.

The selection of the observation fields is driven by the science goals, i.e., B-mode mea-
surements and cross-correlation studies with other surveys. The Simons Array observes a
patch of the southern galactic sky with low galactic foreground emissions (so-called “the
southern hole”), which is being examined by multiple CMB polarisation experiments and
several galaxy surveys like LSST [366], and a north patch, overlapping the Subaru HSC
WIDE surveys [363, 372].

The Simons Array will cover the wide multipole ranges 50 < £ < 3000, thanks to novel
demodulation technique by a continuously rotating half-wave plate [373] and a 2.5 m aperture
telescope, and yield an upper limit of the tensor-to-scalar ratio r < 0.01.

Simons Observatory. The Simons Observatory (SO) [374] is a new CMB experiment
being built on Cerro Toco in the Atacama Desert in Chile. The SO collaboration is the first
attempt at merging two CMB teams, from the ACT and the POLARBEAR/Simons Array
experiments. The site is also one of those planned for the future CMB-S4 experiment.

SO will measure the temperature and polarisation anisotropy of the CMB in six frequency
bands centred at 27, 39, 93, 145, 225, and 280 GHz. The initial configuration of SO during
the first five years of science observations from 2022 through 2027 will have three small-
aperture 0.5-m telescopes (SATs) and one large-aperture 6-m telescope (LAT), with a total
of 60,000 cryogenic bolometers.

The SAT targets large angular scale polarisation covering the multipole ranges 30 < ¢ <
300, mapping =~10% of the sky to a white noise level of 2 yK-arcmin in combined 93 and
145 GHz bands, to measure inflationary B-mode signals at a target level of o(r) = 0.003. The
SAT integration has begun in 2020 and aims to deploy the first SAT in Chile in 2021. The
LAT maps ~40% of the sky at arcminute angular resolution to a white noise level of 6 uK-
arcmin in combined 93 and 145 GHz bands, overlapping with DESI [365] and LSST [360]
for cross-correlation studies. The LAT integration has begun in 2019 and aims to begin full
scientific observation in 2023. SO is planned to be upgraded to the Advanced SO, which
could achieve twice the sensitivity of SO.

SPT/SPTpoL/SPT-3G. The South Pole Telescope (SPT) [375] is a 10 m telescope with
arcminutes scale resolution located at the Amundsen—Scott South Pole Station, Antarctica.
The first major survey and instruments (SPT-SZ) were designed to find massive clusters of
galaxies through their interaction with the CMB as well as to observe CMB anisotropies.
The SPT-SZ completed a 2500 deg? survey at 95, 150, and 220 GHz.

A new camera (SPTPOL) was installed and operated on the SPT between 2012 and 2016
with the capability to measure the polarisation. One of the SPTPOL wide survey overlaps
the “BICEP” patch and the BICEP/Keck and SPTPOL collaborations have demonstrated
an improved constraint on inflationary B-mode signals with delensing.

The third-generation camera (SPT-3G) was installed in 2017 on the telescope with an
order-of-magnitude better sensitivity over SPTPOL.

40/115



BICEP2/Keck Array/BICEP3/BICEP Array. The BICEP /Keck experiment [376] has
been observing the CMB from the South Pole since 2010. The instruments are optimised
for detecting inflationary B-mode signals at degree scales with a small aperture tele-
scope (~0.3-0.5 m). The experiment has developed and deployed the BICEP2 (150 GHz),
Keck Array (95, 150, 220, and 270 GHz), BICEP3 (95 GHz), BICEP Array (30/40 GHz)
instruments. The experiment has been mapping so-called the “BICEP” patch, which is a
part of the “Southern Hole” patch. The polarisation maps now reach depths of 2.8, 2.8, and
8.8 uK-arcmin at 95, 150, and 220 GHz, respectively over an effective area of ~600deg? at
95 GHz and ~400deg? at 150 and 220 GHz.

The BICEP Array is based on the BICEP3 instrument and additional receivers will be
deployed at 95, 150, and 220/270 GHz with 32,000+ total detectors. The BICEP /Keck
experiment will tighten to o(r) between 0.002 and 0.004 at the end of the experiment.

South Pole Observatory. The SPT and BICEP /Keck programs increase the coordination
of the South Pole CMB program through the formation of a South Pole Observatory (SPO).
They establish a formal entity to guide the development and observation of the combined
South Pole CMB programs, which will continue to benefit CMB-54.

CMB-S. The CMB Stage 4 observatory (CMB-S4) [377] is the next-generation ground-
based CMB experiment, anticipated to start first observations by 2030. CMB-5S4 is intended
to be the definitive ground-based CMB temperature and polarisation experiment, located in
both Chile and the South Pole, and will consist of a deep survey covering a few percent of the
sky and high-resolution legacy survey covering over half the sky. The frequency range will
be 30-280 GHz. One of the main science targets is to measure inflationary B-mode signals
at an upper limit of r < 1073. CMB-S4 is supported by the United States Department of
Energy (DOE) Office of Science and the National Science Foundation (NSF). DOE selects
Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory (LBNL) as the lead lab for CMB-S4.

LiteBIRD. LiteBIRD is a space mission to understand primordial cosmology and funda-
mental physics. JAXA selected LiteBIRD as a strategic large-class (L-class) mission in May
2019, with its expected launch in the late 2020s using JAXA’s H3 rocket. Full-sky surveys for
three years at a Lagrangian point L2 will be carried out for 15 frequency bands centred at 40,
50, 60, 68, 78, 89, 100, 119, 140, 166, 195, 235, 280, 337, and 402 GHz with three telescopes
to achieve a total sensitivity better than 3 yK-arcmin with a typical angular resolution of
0.5 degree at 140 GHz, covering the multipole ranges 2 < ¢ < 200 [378].

Its main scientific objective is to carry out a definitive search for inflationary B-mode
signals as good as o(r) < 1073 either making a discovery or ruling out well-motivated
inflationary models.

PIXIE. The Primordial Inflation Explorer (PIXIE) [379] is a proposed concept for a
NASA mission to measure primordial gravitational waves via CMB. The instrument is
designed to achieve r < 1072 at multipole ranges of ¢ < 100 limited by the 2.6° diame-
ter beam. PIXIE consists of a polarising Michelson interferometer configured as a nulling
polarimeter to measure the difference spectrum between orthogonal linear polarisations from
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two co-aligned beams, which is conceptually different from the other CMB experiments
listed above. This unique design makes it possible to observe the absolute intensity and
linear polarisation in 400 spectral channels from 30 GHz to 6 THz using only four detectors.
The wide and many channels are powerful to measure distortions in the CMB black-body
spectrum [330] as well as to separate contaminations from the foreground emissions.

3.2.2. CMB Polyspectra and Inflation. Primordial metric perturbations, i.e., the cur-
vature perturbation and the gravitational waves (GWs) for the scalar and tensor modes,
respectively, stretched by the inflationary accelerated expansion are converted to observed
CMB temperature and polarisation anisotropies. Since the conversion process is swiftly and
rigorously computed (at least, up to linear order), the physical information on the primor-
dial metric perturbations is precisely extractable from observed CMB maps. Indeed the
main target in this review paper is modified gravity as the cause of the late-time accelerated
expansion of the Universe. However, modification of the theory of gravity has been exten-
sively discussed as a means of explaining inflation in the very early Universe. Thus, here we
briefly mention the basics of the CMB polyspectra (power spectrum, bispectrum, and so on)
and their significance in terms of testing the gravity in the inflationary era. How constraints
from CMB observations can be obtained on the modification of gravity at the late time
will be presented in the Boltzmann code Sec. 5.1 that follows, together with constraints on
specific models.

The N-point correlators of temperature (X = 7') and E/B-mode polarisation (X = E, B)
fields are powerful diagnostic tools for statistical properties (e.g., Gaussianity, isotropy, par-
ity, and scale dependence) of the primordial metric perturbations. Since the CMB fields are
distributed on the 2-sphere, the analysis is conventionally processed in spherical harmonic
space. The correlators are formed by spherical harmonic coefficients:

ap, = / d*aX (n)Y5, (7). (110)

If the primordial metric perturbations are Gaussian, because of Wick’s theorem, the odd-

point correlators vanish and the even-point ones are given as products of the two-point

one (or power spectrum) <a£f;nlaéin2>.

X, Xo X AT . ..
(ae1 mla52m2a£3m3> can be utilised in testing non-Gaussianity.

Therefore, the three-point one (or bispectrum)

Supposing that the primordial metric perturbations are statistically isotropic, the CMB
power spectrum and bispectrum take the forms respectively

<agf;nlaéin2> = Cgl(le(—l)ml 5£17€25m177m27 (111)
6ol
X4 X5 X3 _ npXiXeXs 1 2 3
(a5, 05,05, ) = BOY (ml . m3>’ (112)

where the Kronecker’s delta and the Wigner 35 symbol restrict non-vanishing power

spectrum and bispectrum multipoles, respectively, to

0y =y for power spectrum, |l; — la| < l3 < {1 + {9 for bispectrum. (113)
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On the other hand, multipoles allowed under parity conservation obey

li+4y=even :X1Xo€TT TE, FE, BB,
li+¥=0dd :X1Xo€TB, EB,

(114)
{zl +ly+l3=even :XiXoX3€TTT, TTE, TEE, TBB, EEE, EBB,

040y + 03 =0dd : X1X2X3 € TTB, TEB, EEB, BBB.

The multipoles other than Eqgs. (113) and (114) can be generated only by breaking isotropy
and parity symmetry, respectively (for a detailed discussion see Ref. [381] and references
therein).

As observed violations of Gaussianity, isotropy and parity invariance are tiny, the statisti-
cally isotropic and parity-even two-point correlators (CgT, CZE , CgEE and CfB ) have been
well investigated first. The scalar spectral index ns representing the tilt of the curvature
power spectrum and the tensor-to-scalar ratio r denoting the primordial GW power spec-
trum divided by the curvature one are main searchable parameters. The latest bounds on ng
and r obtained by the Planck team and BICEP /Keck collaboration give the tight constraint
on the inflation models (see Fig. 8 in Ref. [382] and also Fig. 5 in Ref. [383]). In particular,
simple chaotic inflation models with any monomial power law are now excluded. Thus, the
possible extended inflation models have been extensively discussed in the context of modified
gravity, e.g., Higgs inflation with introducing the non-minimal coupling to gravity (see, e.g.,
[384]), R? inflation with adding the higher-order curvature term [65], and so on. Note that in
terms of testing the modified theory of gravity responsible for the current accelerated expan-
sion the angular power spectrum on large scales is quite useful. Depending on the theory of
gravity or the property of dark energy, the time-evolution of the gravitational potential at
the late time would be changed and it affects the CMB angular power spectrum on large
scales, the so-called integrated Sachs-Wolfe (ISW) effect. In Sec. 5.1, we will briefly discuss
this issue by showing the results of calculations for specific models.

On the other hand, the bispectrum information is utilised for not only complementary
tests but also for probing non-linear interactions unsearchable by the power spectrum. First,
the scalar-mode bispectra have been thoroughly studied. Most of the theoretically-predicted
bispectra can be parameterised by three scale-invariant basis templates dubbed as the local,
equilateral, and orthogonal bispectrum templates (for review see Sec. 2 in Ref. [385] and
references therein). The local and equilateral ones are amplified at squeezed ({1 < fo ~ (3,
ly < U3~ {1 and l3 < {1 ~ {3) and equilateral (¢1 ~ ¢35 ~ (3) triangles, respectively, and
the orthogonal one has the shape orthogonal to the former two. The amplitude parameters
of these three templates, fio?l 1%%““ and fghe, have been measured with the WMAP
temperature and Planck temperature and E-mode polarisation maps [3, |. In Ref. [385],
the Planck team also analysed some non-standard shapes including unique scale and angular
dependencies and oscillatory features in order to probe non-Bunch-Davies vacuum states and
exotic particles such as axions and higher spin fields. Since no significant signal has been
detected, various non-linear interactions beyond GR are constrained. No detection of any
four-point correlator (or trispectrum) signal further reinforces the constraints.

Recently, especially since the first direct detection of GWs by LIGO [3806], there has been
growing interest also in the non-Gaussianity of the tensor mode. In analogy with the scalar-
mode case, there are already (not so many but) various theoretical predictions of sizable
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tensor-mode bispectra with characteristic shapes (for quick review see Ref. [387] and ref-
erences therein). So far, a few scale-invariant templates for squeezed and equilateral tensor
auto bispectra and a squeezed tensor-scalar-scalar cross bispectrum have been tested with
the WMAP temperature and Planck temperature and E-mode polarisation maps [385, —

]. The resulting upper bounds on the amplitude of the bispectrum placed constraints on
axion-gauge field couplings [355], Weyl cubic interactions motivated by a higher spin gravity
model [391] and non-linear couplings depending on graviton masses [390].

In addition to Gaussianity, isotropy and parity invariance are also being actively inves-
tigated. Such tests can be done by determining the presence or absence of non-vanishing
multipoles other than Eqgs. (113) and (114). From the theoretical point of view, anisotropic
signatures, i.e., signals outside Eq. (113), are consequences of an anisotropic inflationary
expansion, and Bianchi type-I cosmological models driven by higher spin fields are working

examples [392-396] (for review see, e.g., Refs. [397, 398] and references therein). Parity-
violating signatures, i.e., signals outside Eq. (114), can arise from chiral GWs that are
sourced by, e.g., Chern-Simons gravitational interactions [399-102] and axion-gauge field
couplings [395, —105]. So far, the anisotropic signals have been tested with the tempera-
ture and E-mode polarisation power spectra [382, ]. On the other hand, the parity-odd
ones have been assessed employing not only the 7B and E'B power spectra [107, ] but
also the TTT, TTE, TEE, and EEFE bispectra [385, |. The past analyses have reported

no evidence of primordial signals, constraining the above models and the modification of the
theory of gravity.

Owing to this and next decadal CMB experiments such as the BICEP Array [109], Simons
Observatory [110], CMB-S4 [111] and LiteBIRD [112], more noiseless or higher resolved B-
mode data would be available. Moreover, with the progress of computer technology, big
data analysis including higher-order (N > 4) correlators would be feasible. Accordingly,
sensitivities to primordial signals would drastically increase [105, —112], yielding better
understanding of gravity.

3.2.3. CMB Lensing. CMB observations can bring us information not only on primordial
fluctuations as initial conditions but also on LSS through its propagation process. One of the
observables related to the LSS is called CMB lensing. CMB photons travelling to us from
the CMB last scattering is subject to the weak lensing effect by the gravitational potential
of the LSS (see e.g., [113-115]). This leads to a distortion in the spatial pattern of observed
CMB temperature and polarisation maps. CMB lensing is a direct probe of intervening
gravitational fields along the line of sight and is one of the most powerful means of testing
theories of gravity from CMB observations.

The lensed CMB anisotropies, X (72) (X = T,Q,U), are given as a remapping of the pri-
mary unlensed CMB anisotropies at the last scattering: X (7)) = X[f + d(f)] where 7 is the
observer line-of-sight direction and cf(ﬁ) is the so-called deflection angle.'® We frequently use
the lensing convergence defined as

K=—

Vn-d, (115)

N |

16 See e.g., [116] for other secondary effects which are not simply given as a remapping.

44/115



where V,, is the covariant derivative on the unit sphere. By solving the geodesic equation in
the perturbed spacetime, the lensing convergence in the Born approximation is expressed in
terms of the gravitational potential as follows [113]:

k(i) = V2 /X dy Xemb Z X (g 4 ), (116)
0 XXcmb

where Ycmp is the comoving distance to the CMB last scattering surface. The lensing conver-

gence directly probes the gravitational potential of the LSS along the line-of-sight, ® 4+ W.

Statistics of the lensing convergence including the angular power spectrum and angular bis-

pectrum are predicted differently in theories of gravity which are modified as compared to

GR.

In CMB measurements, we can reconstruct a map of the lensing convergence using the
fact that, for a given lensing mass distribution in our Universe, the lensing effect violates
the statistical isotropy of the lensed CMB fluctuations [117, 115]. As introduced above with
regard to the test of the statistical anisotropy of the primordial fluctuations, this statistical
anisotropy due to the lensing effect leads to a coupling between different angular scales of
CMB anisotropies:

<a§f;nla§§inz>cmb # 0 for (¢1,mq) # (b2, —ma2), (117)

where (--+)emp is the ensemble average over the primary CMB realisations under a reali-
sation of the lensing mass distribution. This correlation has been used to reconstruct the
lensing map in multiple CMB experiments including ACTPol [419, 420}, BICEP /Keck [121],
Planck [122-121], POLARBEAR [372, ], and SPTpoL [126]. The reconstructed lensing
convergence, k, is already quadratic in the CMB anisotropies, and its angular power spec-
trum, f’%, is a four-point correlation of the CMB anisotropies. The four-point correlation is,
in general, decomposed into the disconnected and connected parts. The disconnected part
exists even in the absence of lensing. On the other hand, the connected piece of the four-
point correlation is dominated by the lensing convergence power spectrum, C7~. Therefore,
the disconnected part must be subtracted from the measured four-point correlation, f’%,
to extract the lensing power spectrum. Similarly, the bispectrum of the reconstructed lens-
ing convergence map is a six-point correlation and the disconnected part of the six-point
correlation must be subtracted from observed & bispectrum [127].

Multiple works have explored the impact of the modified gravity on the lensing power spec-
trum [128-130]. For example, Ref. [331] employed the lensing power spectrum to constrain
modified gravity theories. The cross angular power spectra between the lensing convergence
and other mass tracers, including the ISW [334, 431, 432], quasars [133] and galaxies [134],
are also useful to constrain modified gravity theories.

An alternative new way of testing modified gravity theories from CMB observations is
to analyse the angular bispectrum of the CMB lensing mass distribution as recently pro-
posed by [357]. The angular bispectrum of the CMB lensing convergence is detectable in
upcoming CMB experiments such as Simons Observatory and will be a novel tool to con-
strain cosmology in future CMB observations [135]. Aiming at detecting the bispectrum
in upcoming experiments, Ref. [130] recently explores possible biases in reconstructing the
CMB lensing bispectrum. Observations of the CMB lensing bispectrum offer an interesting
way to constrain deviations from GR in a broad class of scalar-tensor theories of gravity
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called “beyond Horndeski”, including GLPV and DHOST (see Sec. 2.1). Ref. [357] proposes
a novel analytic model of the lensing convergence bispectrum in modified gravity theories
by extending the fitting formula of [137] which is derived in GR. Then, they forecast the
expected constraints on generic parameters describing the deviations from GR for future
CMB experiments. The results indicate that an accurate non-linear correction of the matter
bispectrum in the modified gravity considered is necessary when the bispectrum is used to
probe scales beyond a multipole L 2 1500. However, the results are insensitive to details
of the implementation of the screening mechanism at very small scales. Following on [357],
[138] tests analytical predictions of the CMB lensing bispectrum against full-sky lensing
simulations and discusses their validity and limitation in detail.!” They show that, while
analytical predictions based on fitting formulas for the matter bispectrum agree reasonably
well with simulation results, the precision of the agreement depends on the configurations
and scales considered. For instance, the agreement is at the 10%-level for the equilateral
configuration at multipoles up to L ~ 2000, but the difference in the squeezed limit raises
to more than a factor of two at L ~ 2000. This discrepancy partially comes from limitations
in the fitting formula of the matter bispectrum. To circumvent this situation, [110] recently
proposed a new fitting formula of the matter bispectrum in the non-linear regime calibrated
by the high-resolution cosmological N-body simulations of [111]. The matter bispectrum for
modified gravity theories with simulation is further investigated by [142], showing that the
model proposed in [357] achieves the best overall performance among models of the matter
bispectrum in the modified gravity theories they considered.

3.83.  Large-Scale Structure

Large scale structure (LSS) of the Universe, the spatial distribution of galaxies in cosmolog-
ical scales that looks like a web consisting of galaxy clusters and groups, voids, filaments,
and walls, is one of the powerful probes of cosmology. LSS is a consequence of two com-
peting effects, i.e., gathering matter through gravity mainly sourced by dark matter and
pulling matter apart through cosmic acceleration, which are embedded in the growth of the
structure. Thus, measurements of LSS and its evolution enables us to test GR and modified
gravity.

Galaxy surveys, both photometric and spectroscopic, provide us with a large amount of
data that allows for measuring LSS probes. Such probes include two-point statistics based
on weak lensing and galaxy number density fluctuations, redshift space distortions (RSDs),
and non-Gaussian statistics, which are described in detail in the following subsections. Here,
we, first, review a summary of recent, ongoing, or upcoming photometric and spectroscopic
surveys which are categorised as Stage-I1I and Stage-IV surveys in Dark Energy Task Force
(DETF) [113]. Then, we give a brief review of relevant LSS observables in terms of the
constraint on the modified gravity.

3.3.1.  Summary of the recent, ongoing, or upcoming photometric and spectroscopic surveys.

17 The bispectrum code is available at [139].
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Fig. 3 Summary of previous, ongoing and upcoming galaxy imaging surveys (top) and
spectroscopic surveys (bottom) since 2010.

Photometric galaxy surveys.

o Kilo-Degree Survey (KiDS)'®: KiDS is one of the Stage-III surveys that started in 2011.
Using the newly-developed OmegaCAM, which covers a full sq. degree, on the 2.6-m
VLT Survey Telescope (VST), KiDS observed 1,500 sq. degrees of the sky in u, g, r,
i-band down to the limiting magnitude of ry, = 25.2 (50, 2" aperture), which aims to
reach the median redshift of zyeq ~ 0.7. The same region of the sky was also observed
by VISTA Kilo-degree Infrared Galaxy Public Survey (VISTA) in Z, Y, J, H, K-band.
The combination of optical and near-infrared bands allows for more secure photometric
redshift estimates than other Stage-III surveys. For details of KiDS, see [1441].

o Dark Energy Survey (DES)!”: DES is also categorized as a Stage-I11 survey. DES started
in 2013, using the newly-developed Dark Energy Camera (DECam), which covers the
field of view to a diameter 2.2 degrees, mounted on the Blanco 4-m Telescope. DES

Bhttps://kids.strw.leidenuniv.nl
Y https://www.darkenergysurvey.org
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completed observations of 5,000 sq. degrees of the sky in g, , z, Y-bands down to the
limiting magnitude of iy, ~ 23.5 (100, 1.95” aperture). DES is the widest survey among
the Stage-III surveys.

o Subaru Hyper Suprime-Cam (HSC) Survey?’: The HSC survey is one of the Stage-III
surveys that started in 2014. The HSC survey completed observations of ~1,100 sq.
degrees of the sky in g, r, 7, z, y-band, using the newly-developed prime focus camera
at the 8.2-m Subaru Telescope (HSC) that covers the field-of-view to a diameter 1.5
degrees. The limiting magnitude is iy, ~ 26 (50, 2” aperture), which aims at reaching
the median redshift of zyeq ~ 1.0. The HSC is the deepest survey and has the most
superb image quality among the Stage-III surveys. For details of the HSC survey, see
[445].

o Vera C. Rubin Observatory’s Legacy Survey of Space and Time (LSST)?!: LSST is
categorised as the Stage-IV survey and is the ground-based photometric survey by the
Rubin Observatory which consists of an integrated system of the 8.4-m Simonyi Survey
Telescope and the LSST Camera that covers 9.6 sq. degrees of field-of-view with 189
4K x 4K CCDs. The LSST broadband filters consist of u, g, 7, i, z, y-bands. LSST will
start the 10-year survey that covers 18,000 sq. degrees of the sky in 2024. The limiting
magnitude of the survey is i, ~ 26.8 (50, point source). For details, see [1410].

Spectroscopic galaxy surveys.

o SDSS-IIT Baryon Oscillation Spectroscopic Survey (BOSS)?2/SDSS-IV eBOSS?3: BOSS
and eBOSS are Stage-III galaxy spectroscopic surveys. They use the same optical
(360 nm-1000 nm) spectroscopic instrument, which covers 7 deg? by 1000 fibers with
the spectral resolution R ~ 2000, mounted on the 2.5-m SDSS telescope. BOSS observed
about ~10,000 deg? of the sky and obtained spectra of ~1.5 million luminous red galaxies
at 0.15 < z < 0.7 and Lyman-« forest spectra of ~160,000 quasars at 2.2 < z < 3 during
2009-2014, which is inherited by eBOSS which obtained ~300,000 luminous red galaxies
over ~6,000 deg? at 0.6 < z < 1.0, ~175,000 emission line galaxies over 1,000 deg? at
0.6 < z < 1.1, and ~500,000 quasars over 6,000 deg? at 0.8 < z < 3.5 during 2014-2019.

o Dark Energy Spectroscopic Instrument (DESI)?*: DESI is the Stage-IV spectroscopic
survey that started in 2021. DESI is mounted on the 4-m Mayall Telescope on top of
Kitt Peak in the Sonoran Desert. DESI’s field-of-view is 3 degrees in diameter which is
filled with 5,000 robotic fiber positioners. DESI’s spectrographs cover 360 nm to 980 nm
with the spectral resolution of R = 2,000 to R = 5,000. DESI will observe 14,000 deg?
of the sky and obtain spectra of ~8 million luminous red galaxies at 0.4 < z < 1.0, ~40
million emission line galaxies at 0.6 < z < 1.6, and quasars at 0.9 < z < 2.1 and Ly-«
forests in quasar spectra at z > 2.1 with the number density of ~200 quasars per sq.
degree.

2nttps://hsc.mtk.nao.ac.jp/ssp/
https://www.lsst.org

22 https://www.sdss.org/surveys/boss/
2 https://www.sdss.org/surveys/eboss/
XA nttps://www.desi.1bl.gov
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o Subaru Prime Focus Spectrograph (PFS)?>: PFS is the Stage-IV spectroscopic survey
which will start in 2023. PFS will be mounted at the prime focus of the Subaru Telescope
which provides a wide field-of-view (~1.25 sq. degrees) covered with ~2,400 robotic
fibers. PFS’s spectrographs covers 380 nm—1260 nm with the spectral resolution of R =
2,300 to R = 5,000. PFS will observe the HSC footprint and obtain ~4 million emission
line galaxies at 0.8 < z < 2.4. For details of PFS, see [117].

Imaging & spectroscopic galaxy surveys.

o Euclid?®: ESA/NASA’s Euclid is the first space telescope dedicated to cosmology with
the 1.2-m primary mirror. Euclid is planned to launch in 2023. Euclid is categorised as
one of the Stage-IV surveys, which covers 15,000 sq. degrees in a single, wide optical
band and three near-infrared bands (Y, J, H) with the limiting magnitude in the optical
band VISyy, ~ 27.4 (50). Euclid will also conduct a spectroscopic survey of the same
area, using the near-infrared (1100 nm-2000 nm) slitless spectroscopy with the spectral
resolution R = 250. For details of Euclid, see [115].

o Nancy Grace Roman Space Telescope (Roman)?”: Roman Space Telescope is NASA’s
next flagship mission which is planned to be launched in 2026. Roman has a 2.4-m
primary mirror and hosts a Wide Field Instrument (WFI) which covers the 0.28 sq.
degrees of field-of-view with 8 imaging filters from 0.43 pm to 2.3 pum. WFT also has a
medium spectral resolution (R = 461) grism that covers 1.0 pum to 1.93 ym. The imaging
survey, the High Latitude Imaging Survey (HLIS), will cover ~2,000 deg? of the sky down
to J ~ 26.7. The spectroscopic survey, the High Latitude Spectroscopic Survey (HLSS),
will observe the same area of the sky and will obtain spectra of ~10 million Ha emission
line galaxies at 1 < z < 2 and ~2 million [OIII] emission line galaxies at 2 < z < 3 [119].
For details of Roman, see [150].

3.3.2.  Two-point correlations among galaxies and weak lensing. Two-point correlations
among galaxy and weak lensing, i.e., cosmic shear, galaxy-galaxy lensing, and galaxy-galaxy
clustering, are the powerful probes of structure growth. The combination of the three probes
is commonly referred to as “3x2pt,” and has been de-facto standard in the Stage-I1I photo-
metric surveys [451]. In this subsection, we focus on the projected clustering for galaxy-galaxy
clustering; the three-dimensional clustering is described in Sec. 3.3.3.

Weak lensing is the coherent, subtle distortion of the shapes of distant galaxies due to the
gravitational potential produced by the spatial fluctuations of intervening matter between
an observer and the distant galaxies. The weak lensing distortion, or the so-called shear,
depends also on the geometry of the Universe, i.e., the angular diameter distances between
an observer, intervening matter, and source galaxies.

Cosmic shear enables to probe the matter power spectrum, Py, (k), which is given by

((k)6(K)) = (21)%65) (k + K') P (), (118)

2 https://pfs.ipmu. jp
26 https://www.euclid-ec.org/?page_id=2581
2"https://roman.gsfc.nasa.gov
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)

with the matter density fluctuations §, and 5](371 being the n-dimensional Dirac delta function,
through the auto-correlation of lensing shear. Several estimators have been proposed in
the literature, such as aperture mass variance [152] and COSEBIs [153], but one of the
most popular estimators is the two-point correlation function that can be directly compared
against measurements;

€0 (6) = o / dee.Ty 4(£0) Pu(0), (119)

where a and b denote tomographic redshift bins, and Jy 4(x) is the zeroth-order and fourth-
order Bessel function for the first kind for &, and &_, respectively. Using the flat-sky
approximation and the Limber approximation, the convergence power spectrum,Py(¥), is

Py (0)* = /0 h dxq”x))(g”(” P (i) , (120)

where x is the comoving distance and yy is the comoving Hubble radius, ¢() is the lensing

written as

kernel, the aforementioned geometric dependence of lensing shear, which is written as

2 rxm o
00 = 30 (2) / W)+ 2 ) (121)

Here p®(x) is the normalised redshift distribution of source galaxies in the a-th tomographic
bin. Since the first detection of cosmic shear in 2000 [151—156] and the subsequent measure-
ments with deeper or wider data [157—160], a number of measurements have been made using
imaging survey data, such as CFHTLens [161], Deep Lens Survey [162, 163], DES [164-160)]
KiDS [10, 467, 468], HSC [8, 9], and the combination of the Stave-III surveys [169, 170].

The other two-point statistics, galaxy-galaxy clustering and lensing (the so-called 2x2pt),
are used as a combination to break the degeneracy between galaxy bias and cosmological
parameters. Galaxy-galaxy clustering, which is the auto-correlation of the fluctuations of
galaxy number density field, is sensitive to €, and og the root-mean-square of the mat-
ter density fluctuations smoothed on 8 h~'Mpc at the present), but the fact that galaxies
are a biased tracer of underlying dark matter distribution prevents us from extracting these
cosmological parameters solely from the galaxy-galaxy clustering. On the other hand, galaxy-
galaxy lensing enables us to measure the cross-correlation between the fluctuations of galaxy
number density and underlying dark matter distribution, and thus we can extract the cos-
mological parameters from the combination of galaxy-galaxy clustering and galaxy-galaxy
lensing.

Using galaxy-galaxy power spectrum Pye(k) and the zero-th order of spherical Bessel
function jo(x), the projected galaxy-galaxy clustering signal is modelled as

wp(R) = 2 /meax dll & (VEZ+112), (122)

where &g (r) is the three-dimensional galaxy clustering;

o0 1.2
o) = /0 %ng(k)jo(m). (123)

Note that the projected correlation function is not sensitive to RSDs due to the peculiar
velocity of galaxies (see Sec. 3.3.3), if a sufficiently large maximum projected length myax is
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adopted. Using galaxy-matter power spectrum Py, galaxy-galaxy lensing signal is modelled

as
kdk
Azgm(R) = p0/2ﬂ_2

where Jo(x) is the second-order Bessel function.

Py (k) J2(ER), (124)

At sufficiently large scales, which corresponds to r 2 10 A~ !Mpc, the galaxy-galaxy power
spectrum and galaxy-matter power spectrum are approximately related to matter power
spectrum via Pge = b2P, and Py = b7rcc Pmm, respectively, where b is the linear galaxy
bias and re. is the cross-correlation coefficient defined as rec := Pam(7")/[Peg (1) Pum (r)]"/2.
Assuming .. ~ 1, which is the case at large scales®®, we can break the degeneracy between
the amplitude of matter power spectrum og and the galaxy bias parameter b, which enables
the extraction of cosmological information from the combined probes. This technique has
been widely used for cosmological inference, including SDSS [172], DES [173-475], and HSC
476).

The scales smaller than r < 10 h~*Mpc can be used if the non-linear regimes of Py (k) and
Py, (k) are properly modelled. One approach is using the halo model prescription [477-479]
with the transition regime between the 1-halo and 2-halo term calibrated against N-body
simulations [180—181]. Recently, the halo-model based on a cosmic emulator built from N-
body simulations, which provides power spectra as a function of cosmological parameters
in a non-parametric way, is emerging as a more robust technique to extract cosmological
inference from non-linear regime [111, 185, 186] (for details see Section 5.2).

Finally, the combination of cosmic shear, galaxy-galaxy lensing, and galaxy-galaxy cluster-
ing, i.e., 3x2pt, enables us to maximally extract cosmological information from the two-point
correlations among galaxies and weak lensing. The 3x2pt analysis has become standard for
the Stage-I1I surveys, as reported by KiDS [1587, 488]2? and DES [11, 473]. As mentioned in
Section 3.1, the 3x2pt measurements have been used for constraining the modified gravity
parameters (u, ) [331-333, 335].

3.8.3.  Redshift-space distortions. The three-dimensional distributions of galaxies (or other
tracers, such as quasars) over the LSS observed by spectroscopic surveys are apparently
distorted due to the peculiar motions of galaxies. By the Doppler effect of light emitted from
a galaxy, the observed redshift z.s differs from its true value z = 1/a — 1 arising from the
homogeneous and isotropic expansion of the Universe:

v
Zobs = 2+ I;Sa (125)

where vrog is the line-of-sight component of the physical peculiar velocity of the galaxy.
This shift of redshift leads to that of the comoving coordinates, calculated from the observed
redshift:

€LoS, (126)

28 The convergence of re. ~ 1 to unity is better in real space. For detailed discussions, see [171]
and [472].

29 Note that [158] used three-dimensional galaxy clustering rather than the projected galaxy
clustering.
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where H(a) is the Hubble parameter at the scale factor a, and €r,0g is the unit vector along
the line-of-sight direction. This modulation induces an anisotropy along the line-of-sight in
the observed galaxy distributions, called the redshift-space distortions (RSDs) [189, 4190].

Due to the RSD effect, the galaxy-galaxy power spectrum observed in spectroscopic surveys
also becomes anisotropic. In linear theory, the galaxy power spectrum in redshift space
Py (K, 1) is related to the matter power spectrum Py, (k) as [189]

Pys (k1) = (b + f1i2)? Pan (k) (127)

where p is the cosine of angle between k and the line-of-sight direction, b is the linear
galaxy bias and f is the linear growth rate of the structure formation given by Eq. (106).
Note that all of b, f, and Py,m(k) depend on redshift z. This model describes that the
redshift-space clustering is enhanced compared to its real-space counterpart by the coherent
motions of galaxies towards overdensity regions, which is called the Kaiser effect. Since the
anisotropy due to the RSD effect does not break the azimuthal symmetry of galaxy clustering
around the line-of-sight direction, it is common to expand this anisotropy with the Legendre
polynomials, Ly(p), as

20+1 [*
ng(ka n) = Z ng7g(k3)£g(u), where ng,ﬁ(k) = T9 . dp ng(k‘, ) Le(p), (128)
¢

and these multipole moments are measured from the galaxy samples in spectroscopic surveys
[491, |. While the linear model given above is quite simple, it breaks down even on
large scales k < 0.1 hMpc™! [493, ], due to the non-linearity of the density and velocity
correlations. Hence, in recent survey analyses, perturbation-theory-based models have been
used [195, 196].

We also measure the two-point correlation function in configuration space. It also has a
dependence on the line-of-sight direction, and hence the two-point correlation function in
redshift space is expressed as a function of the separation of two galaxies perpendicular to
and along the line-of-sight, i.e., {(r, 7). Figure 4 shows the two-point correlation function
of galaxies measured from the SDSS-III BOSS Data Release (DR) 11 [197], as a function of
(ry, T‘H). It clearly shows the anisotropic nature of the redshift-space clustering with respect
to the line-of-sight direction.

In galaxy spectroscopic surveys, we typically estimate the combination f(z)og(z), as well
as the geometric parameters determined through the Alcock-Paczynski effect [199, ], and
nuisance parameters that capture the galaxy bias uncertainty. The measurement of f(z)og(2)
value is used to detect the deviation from the ACDM+GR picture from the perspective
of modified gravity and/or dark energy models since f(z) quantifies how the large-scale
structure grows under the gravity as discussed in Sec. 3.1. Figure 5 shows the measurements
of f(z)og(z) values in different spectroscopic surveys with theoretical curves for several
modified gravity models, taken from Ref. [19%]. In current survey analyses, constraints on
f(2)os(z) are usually obtained using the theoretical template of the galaxy clustering (mainly
two-point correlation function or power spectrum) based on ACDM+GR, while f(z)og(z) for
each redshift bin is varied as a free parameter. Therefore, strictly speaking, it is not suitable
for comparing different modified gravity models, and it contributes only to searching for an
anomaly in the ACDM+GR picture.
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Fig. 4  The two-point correlation function {(r, 7)) measured from the SDSS-III BOSS

DR11 CMASS galaxy sample (see Figure 2 in Samushia et al., Mon. Not. Roy. Astron. Soc.,
439 (2014) [197]).
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Fig. 5 The constraints on f(z)os(z) as a function of redshift z, from galaxy spectroscopic
surveys are listed in the legend. The theoretical predictions for several modified gravity
models are shown as different curves. Note that these constraints are typically based on the
theoretical templates built in the ACDM+GR, while fog is treated as a free parameter at
each redshift. The figure is taken from Ref. [193].
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Aside from constraining fog using the ACDM+GR. template, there are some studies that
focus on specific models of modified gravity. For instance, Ref. [501] models the power
spectrum and correlation function for a class of modified gravity models, which includes the
f(R) gravity and the DGP model (see Sec. 2.1), using the resummed perturbation theory,
and shows a comparison with N-body simulations. This model is applied to an analysis of
the BOSS DR11 galaxy correlation function to estimate parameters of the f(R) gravity and
the scale-dependent structure growth [502]. On the other hand, Ref. [503] studies the impact
of fog estimation from the galaxy clustering wedges, under the stable normal branch of the
DGP model. To do this, they run the N-body simulation under the DGP cosmology and
create mock catalogues of BOSS galaxies following a halo occupation distribution (HOD)
model. It shows that the theoretical template of clustering wedges assuming ACDM+GR
raises no biased estimation of fog even in the case of the DGP model. It is contrasted to the
case of f(R) gravity, which could be coming from the difference between scale-dependent
growth in the f(R) gravity and the scale-independent growth in the DGP gravity.

While the modified gravity theories vary the growth of structure with respect to GR, there
is no unified description of the variation. In current galaxy survey analyses, constraints on
the modified gravity models tend to be limited to models with phenomenological parametri-
sation. In the BOSS DR12 analysis [504], they show different levels of parametrisations: the
parametrisation of f(z) by growth index ~ (given by Eq. (107)), the modification of the
Newtonian gravitational and lensing potentials by u and ¥ according to Egs. (98) and (99)
(G and G, in their notation), and the Bertschinger-Zukin parametrisation [505] of scalar-
tensor theories. For all of these cases, the current constraints show no necessity to include
the gravity models beyond ACDM+GR.

3.8.4. Eg statistics. FEg statistics, which is originally proposed by [506], is a cosmological
probe combining galaxy clustering and lensing signals. Combining clustering and lensing
together can measure the difference in the response of galaxy and light to gravity: the
motion of a galaxy is a response to gravitational potentials, whereas the path of light is bent
by gravity, as showed in Sec. 3.1. GR and other theories of gravity make specific predictions
for how these two gravitational effects are related, which allows us to test the theory of
gravity on cosmological scales. The original definition of the Eg is given by
_ Cul

C3HZa 1Cy(0)

V(T + D)

© 3HZalfs’

where Clg is the cross-spectrum between convergence and galaxy positions (see Sec. 3.3.2),

Eq(¢)

(129)

Cgy is the cross-spectrum between galaxy positions and velocities. The second line of the
equation is the expectation value of E¢ in terms of the metric perturbations and the matter
density fluctuations. In GR, the Eg on large scale is predicted to be Qy,/f(2) (see Sec. 3.1).

The first observational measurement of E¢ statistics is done by [507]. This observational
E¢ statistics used in [507] has a slightly different definition than the original form proposed
by [506]. The observationally motivated E¢ is defined in real space rather than in Fourier
space such as

Tom(R)

Eq(R) = BTy, (R)’ (130)
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where R is the transverse distance from the lens galaxy and = f(z)/b with b being the
galaxy bias on linear scales, which is measured by using the RSD effect as discussed in
Sec. 3.3.3. Tem(R) and Yge(R) are galaxy-matter and galaxy-galaxy annular differential
surface densities (see the definitions in [507]).

While the motivation of taking the ratio between clustering and lensing in the original
form is to cancel out the scale-dependence of galaxy bias and cosmic variance, the obser-
vationally motivated form lost these purposes because it uses different scales to measure
B and Ygm(R)/Yge(R). Things that are crucial to consider to measure Eg properly from
observational data are the scale-dependence of galaxy bias, the difference in clustering and
lensing window, different redshift weighting of lensing and clustering (details are in [503]),
and magnification bias of the galaxy sample [509]. The observationally motivated definition
has been used and measured by numerous measurements using available spectroscopic sam-
ples at multiple redshifts [507, , , H11]. Some works use quasars [133] and CMB lensing
[434, ]. All these measurements so far show consistency with the prediction from GR.
Note that because the E statistics assume the value of €, to test the modified theories of
gravity, in order to simultaneously constrain €2, and parameters related to the modification
of theories of gravity, this probe has to be measured at multiple redshifts.

3.8.5.  Non-Gaussian statistics. As has been discussed so far, LSS arises from the grav-
itational growth of tiny initial density perturbations. Non-linear processes in gravitational
growth inevitably make LSS observables non-Gaussian (see Sec. 3.1). Hence, non-Gaussian
statistics of LSS would allow us to study the non-linear gravitational growth of cosmic den-
sity fields in detail. We here introduce two representative non-Gaussian statistics which have
been studied in the literature.

Three-point correlations. Three-point correlation functions (3PCFs) are among the most
popular non-Gaussian statistics in studies of LSS. For the three-dimensional cosmic mass
density field in real space, it is defined by

((r1,r2) = (6(x1)d(x2)d(x3)) - (131)

In this equation, we assume that the Universe is statistically homogeneous, allowing to write
the 3PCF as a function of two relative coordinates among three vectors of x; (i = 1,2, 3):
r; =x; —x3 and ro = x9 — x3. Using the Fourier transform of §(x), we also define the
bispectrum B as

(0(k1)d(ks)d(ks)) = (27)* 05 (i1 + ko + ks) B(ki, ka, ks) . (132)

For an initial Gaussian density field, the standard perturbation theory predicts that the
bispectrum can be expressed as (see [318] for a review of the standard perturbation theory)

B(ky, ko, k3) = 2Fy(ky, ko) Py (k1) P(k2) + (2 perms) + O(6%) (133)

where Fj is a kernel function for the second-order solution in the standard perturbation

theory (see Eq. (108)), dr, represents the linear perturbation of the density contrast, and Py,

is the power spectrum of d1,. The kernel function F5 controls the non-linear mode coupling

of 01, between two different Fourier modes and depends on the theory of gravity [349-351,
, D13-515] (see Sec. 3.1).
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Hence, the 3PCFs are a complementary probe of the theory of gravity to the standard
two-point correlations, but there are several limitations in actual observations of the 3PCFs.
As in cosmological analyses with two-point correlations, the galaxy bias prevents measuring
the kernel functions (e.g., F in Eq. (133)) from direct observables in galaxy spectroscopic
surveys. In the spectroscopic surveys, we also observe galaxy density fields in redshift space
and the distortion along a line of sight in the observed galaxy’s density, that is, RSD makes
the analysis of the 3PCFs more complicated [516, |. On the other hand, in the imaging
surveys, cosmic shear, which is the gravitational lensing effects of galaxy shapes by their
foreground LSS, provides unbiased information on underlying cosmic mass density fields.
Nevertheless, the cosmic shear bispectrum suffers from projection effects of LSS and encodes
the information of density perturbations at a highly non-linear regime where perturbation-
theory approaches can be invalid [518, ]. Also, the correlation of galaxy shapes before
being lensed, known as the intrinsic alignment of galaxies (see Sec. 3.3.6), can introduce a
serious systematic effect for the cosmic shear bispectrum if ignored [520].

From a practical point of view, the number of data elements for the 3PCF tends to become
larger than that in the two-point correlation analysis. This indicates that a huge set of
mock observations is required to set the covariance matrix (or statistical errors) of the
observed 3PCF, but the mock observation of galaxy surveys usually relies on time-consuming
cosmological N-body simulations [521]. Analytic and semi-analytic approaches may be
complementary to the simulation-based method for the covariance estimation [522, 523].

Minkowski Functionals. Minkowski Functionals (MFs) are a set of morphological descrip-
tors. According to Hadwiger’s theorem, the morphological properties of n-dimensional
pattern are fully described by n 4+ 1 MFs. Hence, MFs have drawn much attention as a
comprehensive probe of all orders of N-point statistics of cosmic density fields at once. For
a three-dimensional matter density contrast §(x) (or galaxy density contrasts), the MFs
Vi(i=0,1,2,3) are commonly computed from the excursion set of 4 with a certain thresh-
old v. All MFs can be interpreted as known geometric quantities, the volume fraction Vj(v),
the total surface area V;(v), the integral mean curvature V5 (v), and the Euler characteristic
Va(v).

For a weakly non-Gaussian random field with the statistical isotropy, a multivariate Edge-
worth expansion around a Gaussian distribution can provide an analytic expression of MF's
by a power series of the root-mean-square of the field of interest [524, 525], while the Gram-
Charlier expansion has been examined to compute full-order non-Gaussian corrections in
MFs [526]. In actual galaxy spectroscopic surveys, observed galaxy density fields exhibit an
anisotropy due to the RSD. An analytic model of MFs for an anisotropic random field with
weak non-Gaussinities has been developed in [527].

Since MFs are commonly defined in some smoothed density field with a smoothing scale
Rgm, they are less efficient to study the scale-dependence of the non-Gaussianity compared to
higher-order correlation functions such as the 3SPCF. Nevertheless, there are some advantages
to studying the MFs as a probe of the non-Gaussianity. First, MFs are additive and motion-
invariant, making the analysis less prone to observational effects (e.g., the survey shape
[528]). Moreover, MFs are found to be less sensitive to systematic effects in galaxy surveys
[529-532] (At least, MFs should be insensitive to the linear galaxy bias). MFs can be more
effective to explore under-density regions, i.e., voids, in the Universe, allowing to study the
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screening mechanisms in modified gravity (see Sec. 2.6). It would be worth noting that
the measurement of MF's is much easier than that of higher-order correlation functions in
general.

3.83.6. Intrinsic alignments of galaxies. In photometric galaxy surveys, we can measure
the shapes of galaxies in addition to their positions as explained in Sec. 3.3.2. Combining
the redshift information obtained from spectroscopic measurements, the three-dimensional
distribution of the galaxy shape field can be constructed, and this would provide additional
cosmological information complementary to the conventional galaxy clustering data. The
observed correlation of galaxy shapes involves the intrinsic correlation induced by LSS, before
being affected by the lensing effect, which is called “intrinsic alignments” (IA) [533-535].
The simplest model to explain this correlation assumes that galaxy shapes are determined by
large-scale tidal fields; in particular, in linear order galaxy shapes are related to large-scale
tidal fields as

vij (%5 2) = b (2) Kj(x; 2), (134)

where ~;; characterises the galaxy shape as ellipsoid, K;; := (8;0;/0% — 55 /3)d is the tidal
field, and bg is the linear shape bias. This relation is analogue to d; = b0 in the density
case and is called the linear alignment (LA) model. It is noteworthy that by is usually
negative, meaning that the galaxy’s major axis is perpendicular to the largest eigenvector
of the tidal field because density perturbation tends to collapse first in the direction of the
largest potential curvature.

Just as galaxy number density fluctuations are the counterpart of temperature fluctuations
in CMB, one can think of the galaxy shape as the counterpart of the polarisation of CMB.
As in the CMB polarisation, we can only observe the projected shape field, not the three-
dimensional shape field introduced in Eq. (134), and we can apply the E/B-decomposition
to the projected shape field in Fourier space as

E(k,7) £iB(k,7) == 1oy(k, 71)eT2% (135)
where
Loy(k, 7)== mi(A)ml ()i (k), (136)

with my := (1,F4,0)/v/2 and the line-of-sight direction 7 being z-direction. Assuming the
LA model, we get

E(k, 1) = br (1 — p?)8(k), (137)
Bk, p) =0, (138)

where p is the cosine between the line-of-sight and the wavevector. Note that here we have
projected shape field itself (;;) but we do not have projected their positions (x); it is possible
to obtain the three-dimensional distribution of the shape field by combining photometric and
spectroscopic surveys. Notice also that for the LA model (i.e., the linear perturbation theory)
B-mode is zero while E-mode is nonzero since scalar perturbations can only contribute to
E-mode like in the CMB polarization. In fact, beyond linear order, there appears B-mode
from scalar perturbations, and vector and tensor perturbations can generate B-mode even
in linear order.
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Fig. 6  Left set: one-dimensional constraints on the growth rate f(z)og(z) (upper panel)
and geometric distances (lower panel), D4(z) and H(z), as a function of redshift expected
from the upcoming PFS-like survey. Right set: two-dimensional constraints on a non-flat
dynamical dark energy model which also allows deviation of gravitational law from general
relativity, converted from the dynamical and geometric constraints obtained on the left set.
Image reproduced and modified from Ref. [5358] with permission by the authors.

The factor (1 — p?) in Eq. (137) implied that the mode parallel to the line-of-sight does
not have any impact on the observables. This makes sense because by the projection we lose
the information about the shape in the line-of-sight direction. This is in contrast to the RSD
case, where only the transverse mode contributes to the observables. In this sense, A carries
complementary information to RSD.

Given the expression of E-mode, power spectra of IA in redshift space in the LA model

are given by [530]
Py (k, i) = bic(1 = i) (b + f1i°) P (K), (139)
Pug(k, 1) = b (1 = 1)* P (), (140)

where Pgg is the auto-power spectrum of E-mode and P is the cross-power spectrum of
E-mode and the galaxy density field. Their configuration-space counterparts, correlation
functions, have somewhat more complicated forms, as derived in Ref. [537]. The factor of
(b+ fu?) in the first equation is induced by RSD (see Sec. 3.3.3). The factor does not appear
in Pgp because the ellipticity field is not affected by RSD in linear theory. The f parameter
is further parameterised as Eq. (107). In this way, one can expect the intrinsic alignment of
galaxies to be a sensible probe of gravity via the measurement of P, and Pgg is used to
constrain the amplitude of IA, by.

To quantify the constraining power for the gravity models in future surveys, Refs. [536, 538]
used the Fisher matrix formalism. The analysis considered a set of five parameters, namely
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the dynamical and geometric parameters (fog, H, D4) and nuisance amplitude parameters
(b, bx), for the three power spectra, Pys, Per and Pgg. For the forecast, the combination of
the Subaru HSC and PFS surveys is considered as an example [117].

The left panel of Fig. 6 shows the one-dimensional constraints on each of the dynamical
and geometric parameters after marginalising over all the other parameters. It shows that
combining the intrinsic alignment with the conventional galaxy clustering analysis improves
the constraints on both the growth of structure and geometric distances. Although the
galaxy clustering still outperforms the intrinsic alignment, systematic effects in each probe
come to play differently. Thus considering intrinsic alignment effects would help addressing
systematic-related issues such as the og and Hubble tensions (cf. [13, 14]).

The obtained constraints on the geometric and dynamical quantities can be translated into
specific cosmological model constraints by projecting the Fisher matrix into a new parameter
space of interest. We further add the prior information on Q., and Dy(1090)/rq from the
CMB experiment, to constrain cosmological parameters. Adopting the non-flat wCDM model
which allows both time variation of the dark energy equation-of-state and deviation of the
gravity law from GR, the right panel of Fig. 6 shows the expected cosmological constraints
from the PFS-like deep galaxy survey. In this specific cosmological model, compared to the
clustering-only analysis, the simultaneous analysis with the clustering and intrinsic alignment
improves the constraints by 25% for the modified gravity parameter v and ~30% for others
except for Q.

In the above analysis, constraining power for the gravity models with the intrinsic align-
ment of galaxies has been explored based on the ACDM model. There are a few works that
studied the effect of modified gravity models on galaxy shapes and their alignment with
surrounding LSS. Based on the Fisher matrix formalism, Ref. [539] studied the effect of
the Horndeski-type modified gravity (Sec. 2.1) on the intrinsic alignment of galaxy shapes,
although they considered only the angular (projected) statistics and did not utilise the
full three-dimensional information. More realistic studies of the effects of modified gravity
encoded on the galaxy or halo shapes can be performed utilising numerical simulations. Using
f(R) simulation, Ref. [510] investigated how different gravity models affect basic internal
properties of dark matter halos, such as spins and shapes. They found that at higher red-
shifts, z = 1, halo shapes in f(R) gravity are more elongated than those in ACDM, which
could be because more masses undergo infalling along the filaments into halo centers in
f(R) gravity. Towards z = 0 where the structure growth becomes more non-linear, the dif-
ference of the axial ratio distributions between f(R) gravity and ACDM models becomes
less prominent. These trends have been confirmed by Ref. [511]. Ref. [511] presented the first
measurements of intrinsic alignment of halo shapes in f(R) gravity simulations using galaxy
position-intrinsic ellipticity (GI) correlation and intrinsic ellipticity-ellipticity (II) correla-
tion functions, the Fourier counterparts of Eqgs. (139) and (140), respectively. They found
that the GI and II correlations are useful in distinguishing between ACDM and f(R) gravity
models, and intrinsic alignment statistics would enhance the detectability of the imprint of
f(R) gravity on LSS by ~40% when combined with the conventional halo clustering.

3.3.7.  Galazy clusters. Galaxy clusters (GCs) are the most massive gravitationally self-

bound objects in the Universe. These clusters form at the rare high peaks of the primordial
density fluctuations, and they subsequently trace the growth of structure in the Universe
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as they grow in mass and abundance. As such, clusters constitute a natural cosmological
probe for constraining the properties of the primordial fluctuations as well as cosmological
parameters including the nature of dark energy.

GCs can be identified by a wide variety of observations, such as optical, X-ray, and CMB
surveys. However, in general, the mass of GCs is not a direct observable, and an alternative
observable (mass proxy) suitable for each observation should be used as a measure of mass.
Optical clusters are identified through the overdense regions of red-sequence galaxies. The
mass proxy for such optical clusters is richness, which is the number counts of red-sequence
galaxies weighted by their membership probabilities. Although a sample of the optical clus-
ters has the highest completeness and contains relatively lower mass clusters (i.e., better
S/N), the systematic issues such as projection effects (i.e., misidentification of interlopers
as members) and miscentering effects (i.e., misidentifying the center of the clusters) are
quite serious for the identification of optical clusters. GCs identified from X-ray data, X-
ray clusters, are less sensitive to systematics compared with the optical clusters, whereas
the completeness of X-ray clusters drops at higher redshift (i.e., mass limits increase with
redshift). The mass proxy for X-ray clusters is the flux or temperature of the intracluster
medium. From CMB observations, GCs can be identified through the Sunyaev-Zeldovich
(SZ) effect (see e.g., Ref. [512]). Such SZ clusters are typically massive and their complete-
ness is independent of the redshift. The mass proxy for SZ clusters is the so-called Compton-y
parameter.

As mentioned above, it is difficult to directly measure the mass of GCs in the above surveys.
Thus, to compare the theoretically estimated halo mass function with observations, it should
be necessary to derive the relationship between mass and its proxy for each observation
and the biggest systematics for GCs cosmology is coming from the uncertainties in such
mass-observable relations. In the face of such difficulties, GCs cosmology using the weak
lensing measurements which directly probe the matter distribution in LSS (see Sec. 3.3.2)
has recently been attracting attention. Thanks to this, the study on the test of the modified
gravity theory by GCs cosmology has been developing. In fact, in many models in modified
gravity, a screening mechanism (see Sec. 2.6) is employed and it makes GCs particularly
interesting. This is because the cluster outskirts lie at the transition scale from screened,
where GR is recovered, to unscreened regions, where gravity is universally enhanced. Hence,
the clusters would be able to detect the signature of modified gravity.

To probe modified gravity, the following observables are often used. The first observable is
the shape of the halo mass function. The halo mass function predicted from modified gravity
theories differs from the one from ACDM. For the case of f(R) gravity, the increase in the
number of halos happens at a particular mass scale depending on the model parameters.

The second observable is galaxy infall kinematics/phase spacediagrams/mass-temperature
relation. Looking at galaxy infall kinematics, phase space diagrams and mass-temperature
relation of GC combined with weak lensing measurement offer a powerful cosmological test
of modified gravity. This is because estimates of dynamical mass systematically deviate
from the GR due to the change of the effective gravitational coupling to matter Gatter =
uGyN in the unscreened region. On the other hand, weak lensing measurements trace the
gravitational coupling of photon Giighy = XGN. As we shall show in Sec. 4.1, scalar-tensor
theories generically predict Gmatter 7 Glight (equivalently p # X)), namely the breaking of
the weak equivalence principle. This implies that a difference between the two estimators
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of a cluster mass from the measurements of kinematics and weak lensing can quantify the
validity of GR at which the two estimators must be equivalent.?’ Hence an equivalence of
the masses estimated from the kinematics and weak lensing gives a stringent confirmation
of the weak equivalence principle. For the case of f(R) and Galileon, the infall velocity
of galaxies around clusters exhibits 100-200 [km/s| enhancement at r» = 5[Mpc/h] and the
radial and tangential velocity dispersions are 50-100 [km/s] broadened at z = 0.25 [544].3!
Such deviations are detectable when combined with cluster weak lensing mass measurements.

The third observable is splashback radius. The splashback radius is the location of the
first turn-around of the particles and is considered a physical boundary of halos (see, e.g.,
Refs. [184, 545]). Due to the transition from screened regions to unscreened ones occurring
at the scale of cluster outskirts, the splashback radius offers an excellent probe for modified
gravity. The enhanced gravitational forces increase galaxy infall velocities and therefore the
size of the splashback radius by at most 10% compared with GR [540]. Additionally, the
effect of dynamical frictions, which makes the splashback radius for massive subhalos (or
luminous galaxies) smaller than the splashback radius for DM particles, is reduced for the
same reason.

One of the major obstacles in utilising clusters for testing cosmology and modified gravity
is that we need to properly understand potential sources of systematics such as selection bias
and projection effects. Selection bias happens as the unknown impact of modified gravity on
galaxy formation compared to GR. It is unclear how the interplay between environments and
modified gravity alters galaxy properties. For example, there is a possibility that galaxies
with different colors have different infall velocities. The projection effects are caused by
the misidentification of interloper galaxies along the line-of-sight as genuine members of
the cluster. Such misidentification of member galaxies can lead to false measurements of
infall velocity or velocity dispersions. Furthermore, the projection effects are known to cause
a smaller splashback radius for optical clusters [517, ]. To test the theory of modified
gravity, it is crucial to properly model the projection effects for optical clusters or use X-ray
or SZ clusters which are less susceptible to the projection effects.

4. Linear perturbations in modified gravity

In this section, we provide a review of the basic formulation of cosmological perturbations in
modified gravity theories. Given a theory of modified gravity, this will allow us to give con-
crete predictions on cosmological observables, possibly with the help of numerical methods
overviewed in the next section. On the one hand, the phenomenological parameters intro-
duced in Sec. 3.1 serve as a model-independent test of gravity at the cosmological scales.
On the other hand, this approach is unsatisfactory due to at least the following two rea-
sons. Firstly, we need to compute the observables for a given theory to perform a consistent
analysis and make a concrete constraint on the given theory. Secondly, the constraints can
be biased by the parameterisations of the modification of gravity. The phenomenological

30 There is a certain subclass that satisfies Guatter = Ghight called no-slip gravity [543]. A gravity
theory in the no-slip type cannot be distinguished by the mass estimation of a cluster.

31 According to this paper, the author said photons does not feel the effects from the extra scalar
field. However, this is not true in generic scalar-tensor theory such as Horndeski theory, because the
gravitational coupling for photon Giignt is not equivalent to that of the Newton constant in GR.
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parameters may have an unphysical parameter space that cannot be achieved by a concrete
theory, and this parameter space should be removed as a theoretical prior. As we will show
shortly, the parameters p and 3 have complicated dependence on theory parameters, and
the simple parameterisations cannot correctly capture the effects of the modification. We
need to develop a more theory-based approach for precision tests of gravity.

We briefly summarise the current results from cosmological perturbations in scalar-tensor
theories, massive gravity theories, vector-tensor theories, metric-affine gravity, and cuscu-
ton/minimally modified gravity. Particularly in the case of the Horndeski theory with G5 = 0,
we explicitly illustrate the field equations for the background and perturbed field equa-
tions in the limit of the quasi-static approximation with the explicit expressions of the
phenomenological parameters.

4.1.  Perturbations in scalar-tensor theories
Given a Lagrangian for a scalar-tensor theory, one can study the evolution of the homo-
geneous and isotropic background and the dynamics of cosmological perturbations on the
basis of the modified gravitational field equations derived from the Lagrangian. While the
manipulation is more involved in the case of DHOST theories, it is rather straightforward
to derive the background and linear perturbation equations in the case of the Horndeski
theory in which all the field equations are of second order from the beginning. Let us now
demonstrate how, starting from a Lagrangian of a scalar-tensor theory within the Horndeski
family, one can obtain the basic equations governing the evolution of the homogeneous back-
ground and matter density perturbations on subhorizon scales. To simplify the expressions
without any loss of essential information, for the moment we focus on the case with G5 = 0.
The background metric is given by the flat FLRW: ds? = —dt? + a?(¢)d;;dz’d2’, with the
homogeneous scalar field ¢ = ¢g(t). We consider non-relativistic matter minimally coupled
to gravity, whose energy density is given by p = po(t). The background evolution is governed
by the gravitational field equations,

2XGax — G — 2X Gy + 60 (XGax — 2Gagx — Gag) H

—6H? (G4 — 4XGax — 4X*Gaxx) = —po, (141)

Go — 2X <G3¢ + éoGg,X) 42 (:;H2 ¥ 2H) Gy—4 (3H2X L HX + 2HX> Gix

“8HXXGuxx +2 (g'zio + 2H<;50> Giao + 4X Gapy + 4X (gzio — 2Hq50> Guox =0, (142)
and the equation of motion for the scalar field,

J+8HT = Gag — 2X (Gago + doGasx ) +6 (2H + H) Gag + 6H (X + 2HX) Gugx,
(143)

where X = ¢2/2 and
J = ¢oGax +6HXG3x — 2d0Gay + 6Hdo (Gax +2XGaxx) — 12HX Gypx.  (144)

We also have the standard energy conservation equation, pg + 3H pg = 0.

Some comments are now in order. As summarised in Table 2, there are various gravitational
coupling “constants” in the Horndeski theory. In general, there is no unique way to define
the “effective dark energy density” ppr and the “effective gravitational constant” Gees in the
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Table 2 Various gravitational couplings in the Horndeski theory.

Gravitational coupling Description

Gleos Gravitational coupling in the Friedmann equation.
Glocal Coupling in the Newtonian limit (in screened regions).
GN = Glocal\present The Newtonian constant measured by solar-system experiments.
Ghatter = HGN Coupling to non-relativistic matter field in unscreened regions.
Glight = XGN Coupling to photons in unscreened regions.
Gow Coupling between gravitational waves and matter.

modified Friedmann equation (141), because there is no clear distinction between the scalar
field contribution and the gravitational field contribution in the above equations. In fact,
neither the “effective dark energy density” ppg nor the “effective gravitational constant”
Gos 1s directly observed and only the measurable quantity at the background level would
be the Hubble expansion rate. Nonetheless, it is sometimes convenient to introduce the
notion of the “effective dark energy density” to discuss the property of dark energy. The
general strategy for this is that we use a gravitational coupling which is physically meaningful
in a certain context and then define the associated effective dark energy density (and the
pressure) through the modified Friedmann equation. For instance, it would be natural to use
the gravitational coupling appearing in the Newtonian limit, i.e., the gravitational coupling
measured in local experiments, as the effective coupling, Geos = Glocal = 1/ SWMI%CM. In the
Horndeski theory (G5 = 0) with the Vainshtein screening mechanism, such a gravitational
coupling is given by [194]

M2 =2 (Gs — 4XGax — 4X*Gaxx) . (145)

One then writes Eq. (141) as
3Mp e H? = po + ppE; (146)
ppE = 2XGax — Gy — 2X Gy + 600 (XGax — 2Gasx — Gap) H. (147)

where ppg is the effective dark energy density associated with Mlical. The Newtonian “con-
stant” (145) is generically a function of time. The measured Newtonian constant should
be understood as its present value, Gn = Glocal|present- Hence, as an alternative, one could
define the effective dark energy density, by using the constant Mp; = 1/4/87Gy, as

3MpH? = po + ppp,s (148)
Por = 2XGox — Gy — 2X G4 + 6¢0 (X Gax — 2G4sx — Gag) H
—6H? (G4 — 4XGux — 4X*Gaxx — M}/2) . (149)

In this case, all the effects of the modification of the Friedmann equation, even the time

: 2
evolution of M .,

other possible ways to define the effective dark energy density is the use of the effective

are interpreted as the effective dark energy density pLp. One of the

gravitational coupling between gravitational waves and matter, which corresponds to M? =
1/87Gaw = Gr, where Gr is defined below in Eq. (152) [see also (168)]. We again emphasise
that the choice of the “effective gravitational coupling” in the Friedmann equation is just
a matter of definition although each gravitational coupling has certain physical meaning.
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In any case, one can solve the set of the background equations to determine the evolution
of the homogeneous background. However, one should be aware of which definition is used
when discussing the property of the “dark energy density”.

Let us then consider linear perturbations around the homogeneous background. For the
present purpose, it is convenient to work in the Newtonian gauge Eq. (96), and the scalar field
is now given by ¢ = ¢(t) + m. The matter energy density is given by p = po(t) + dp. Since
we are interested in the quasi-static evolution of the perturbations on subhorizon scales, we
make the approximation,

9*®/a®> > H*® ~ HO ~ O, (150)

and similarly for ¥ and 7. Substituting the Horndeski action to the perturbed metric and
scalar field, expanding it to quadratic order in perturbations, and making the quasi-static
approximation, we obtain

g@ _ / dtd3z{a[Fr(0)? — 260V + by(0m)? — a*m?n?

— 201010V — 2b,0m0®| — a*®dp}, (151)
where

1 .
./—"T = 2G4, QT =2 (G4 — 2XG4X) 5 bl = ; |:gT + H (gT - fT)} ) (152)

while by and b; depend on G and (G4 in a more complicated way. The explicit expression
for the effective mass term, m?, is also lengthy:

m? = —Gagy + (64 3HS) Gagx + -+ — 6 (2H2 + H) Gagy + -+ (153)

Note that if the Lagrangian is invariant under a constant shift of the scalar field, ¢ — ¢ + ¢,
then m? = 0. See, e.g., Ref. [549] for the explicit form of the coefficients.
From Eq. (152) one obtains the field equations (in the Fourier space) as

k? (Fr¥ — Gp® — bym) = 0, (154)
a2
k2 (GrV + bymr) = —50p, (155)
(bok? — a®m?) ™ — bik* W — bok®® = 0. (156)
These equations can be solved algebraically to give

k2 [ boFr — b2 — Fr(a®m?/k?) 1 dp
—&=— — = —4nGpatter(t, k)0 p, 157
a? | b0G2 + 2b1bsGr + b3 Fr — G2 (a?m2/k2) | 2 "Cmaster(t, k)0p, - (157)
kQ\I/ - [ boGr + b1by — QT(QQmQ/k:Q) | (5[) 158
72__[)2 b.b b2 —G2(a2m?2/k2 ?’ ( )

a LboG7 + 2b1b2Gr + b3 Fr — G (a*m? [k?) |

ko] biGr + baFr [ (159)

a2’ _b()g% + 2b1b2GT + b%]'-T — Q%(anz/kQ)_ 2

Eq. (157) is the generalisation of the Poisson equation. Using Eq. (158), one can derive the
ratio of the two metric potentials, n(t, k) = U/®. Since we assume that matter is minimally
coupled to gravity, dp obeys the usual fluid equations. Combining Eq. (103) with the gener-
alised Poisson equation (157), we obtain the evolution equation for the density perturbation

J.
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Let us present an example. In the case of the k-essence theory with non-minimal coupling
to the Ricci scalar, we have Gy = P(¢, X), G3 = 0, and G4 = f(¢), and thus Fr = G = 2f,
b1 = 2f¢ = —2b2, b(_) = —PX/Q, leading to

- | fPx +Aff+2f(@@m?/R?) | 1 _ fPx +2f3 +2f(a®m?[k?) (160)
rmatter =\ p 312 +2f(a®m?/k?) | 2f’ TP+ Af2+2f(a®m?/k?)’
Here, the effective mass is given by
m? = Py + (B +3H) Pox +2X Py +2X0Psxx — 6 (2H2 + H) fo.  (161)

So far we have focused on the evolution of the density perturbations in the quasi-static
regime. Relaxing the quasi-static approximation and deriving the complete form of the per-
turbation equations are straightforward [31]. Moreover, to provide new insights into the
modification of the gravity theory that would not be imprinted in the linear perturbation the-
ory, we need to extend the analysis to the quasi-nonlinear regime because the modifications to
the theory of gravity typically alter the clustering properties of LSS. Exploring such a quasi-
nonlinearity due to the non-linear growth of structure by observing the higher-order spectra
of galaxies and CMB are discussed in the literature [3415, , , , , , , 550].

In the formulation presented above, one can proceed to give theoretical predictions straight-
forwardly, given a concrete form of the Horndeski functions G, = G4(¢, X). Alternatively,
one can consider a rather simpler characterisation stimulating physical intuition. Let us
reformulate perturbations of the metric and matter around a spatially flat FLRW Universe
on the basis of the effective field theory (EFT) of dark energy. The metric is now written in
the Arnowitt-Deser-Misner (ADM) form as

Choosing the time coordinate so that the constant time hypersurfaces coincide with the uni-
form scalar-field hypersurfaces (i.e., the unitary gauge), we introduce the perturbations of the
three-dimensional geometric quantities: the perturbation of the lapse function, )N = N — 1,
the perturbation of the extrinsic curvature, 0 K ij =K ij — H§' j» and the three-dimensional
spatial curvature, ¥ R. The minimum set of parameters (functions) for determining com-
pletely the dynamics of cosmological perturbations to linear order in the Horndeski class
of gravity theories is a set of three independent functions of time that are conventionally
labelled by {ar,ak,ap}, in addition to the Hubble parameter H and the effective Planck
mass M [551]. If gravity is described by the more general DHOST class of gravity theories,
we need to introduce additional four time-dependent functions, ag, 81, B2, and B3, three
of which should be related through certain conditions to ensure the propagation of a single
scalar degree of freedom (rather than two or more) [552]. In the case of the Horndeski class,
the effective Lagrangian is expressed as

M2

Lgpr = x/E7 SK'j6K7; — 6K + (14 ar) PR+ H?ax6N? + 4HapdKSN + O RSN | .

(163)

We have thus introduced the three time-dependent parameters characterising the effective
quadratic Lagrangian. In addition to them, it is convenient to introduce a parameter charac-
terising the time-variation of the effective Planck mass as oy := dIn M? /dIn a. Note that M?
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is defined as the coefficient of 6 K ijéK J; which leads to the kinetic term of the gravitational
waves (the tensor perturbations). Therefore, M? should be understood as the effective Planck
mass for the gravitational waves and is related to Ggw in Table 2 via Ggw = 1/87M?2.
One can compare the previous results in the Newtonian gauge where the scalar perturba-
tion is exposed through the time-coordinate transformation t — t — m(t,x)/¢(t). As a result
of this transformation, the homogeneous scalar field in the unitary gauge acquires spatial
dependence. In the framework of the EFT and under the quasi-static approximation, the
phenomenological functions defined in Eqs. (98) and (99) in the limit of k/a > m can be
written in terms of the EFT parameters as [553, 551]

M2
p= 8 (Lt ar+2) (164)
M3 1
= —21+ = (ar+ B + BeB) | - (165)
M 2
Here we have introduced
2 2 20
2 _ 2 _ 40p
Be —@[QB(1+GT)+QT—GM} : 53—637, (166)
where the denominator of ,8]?3 is defined as
H .
cga:—Q{(l—i-aB)[Hz—on—i-ozT—l—aB(l—i-aT)] +C;-]’3+2Hp;}w2}’ (167)

with ¢2 being the propagation speed of the scalar mode.
The functions appearing in the effective action are related explicitly to the Horndeski
functions through

M? =2(Gy — 2XGyx) , (168)
M?ap = 4XGux , (169)
HM?ap = ¢ (XGsx — Gup — 2XGapx) +4HX (Gyx +2XGuxx) - (170)

We do not show the explicit form of ax because it is so lengthy that it is practically impossible
to constrain ax with observational data on quasi-static scales. So far we have discussed
linear perturbations; in order to take into account the second-order perturbations, we need
to introduce additional two time-dependent functions ayi and ays to characterise their
nature [345, 555].

4.2.  Perturbations in massive gravity theories
dRGT massive gravity. The dRGT theory described by the action (21) admits an open
FLRW solution with the following Stiickelberg configuration [550]:

O = fOVI—K@ TP +7), ¢ =fOV-Ea, ()

where K is the spatial curvature of the three-dimensional manifold. (Note that flat and

closed FLRW solutions are not allowed.) After solving the constraint equation for f(t),
it turns out that the Friedmann equation obeys the same equation as the ACDM model,
i.e., the graviton mass exactly behaves as the cosmological constant A which leads to de
Sitter expansion. Unfortunately, the scalar and vector perturbations around this cosmological
,558].

background suffer from serious instabilities due to the absence of the kinetic terms |
The quasi-dilaton theory (38) has the same problem [559].
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Generalised dRGT massive gravity. The generalised theory of dRGT theory described
by the action (39) also admits only an open FLRW solution with the same Stiickelberg
configuration (171) [96]. In this case, the action depends explicitly on X = ¢%¢p,, which
introduces a deviation from the cosmological constant, and hence the mass term plays the
role of dynamical dark energy with the time-varying equation of state parameter w. This
deviation from the cosmological constant ensures the presence of the kinetic terms in the
scalar and vector sectors and the instabilities appearing in the original dRGT theory can
thus be avoided [560]. According to the linear perturbation analysis under the quasi-static
approximation, the new scalar degree of freedom in massive graviton invokes anisotropic
stress, leading to an amplification of the effective gravitational constant in the matter per-
turbation equation and the growth rate of matter density perturbations [561]. The authors
in [204] have confirmed that the Vainshtein screening mechanism works in this theory.

Projected massive gravity. Similarly to the generalised dRGT massive gravity, the pro-
jected massive gravity (40) again admits only an open FLRW universe with the same
Stiickelberg configuration (171) [96]. In the case of the minimal coupling, G =1, and the
mass term up to quadratic order, the equation of state parameter of the effective dark energy
component arising from the graviton mass varies in time and approaches —1 in the future
from —1/3 in the past, whose intermediate behaviour can be controlled by the model param-
eters. Any perturbative instabilities can be avoided due to the same reason as in the case of
generalised dRGT massive gravity. Interestingly, the perturbation equations for the matter
field on subhorizon scales are identical to those in GR (i.e., & + 2Hd — 47Gpd = 0) due to
vanishing scalar perturbations, and the Poisson equation also takes the same form as the
Newtonian one [562]. Thus, the modification due to the scalar graviton appears only through
the different expansion rate due to the background scalar mode, and, as a result, the evolu-
tion of density fluctuations slightly changes at present time. In contrast, the growth rate on
superhorizon scales tends to be large. The constraints on the concrete model of this theory
from the Pantheon and RSD data can be found in [562].

Massive bigravity theory. In Hassan-Rosen massive bigravity (41), there are two
branches of cosmological solutions with the ansatz: g, dz#dz"” = —dt? + a25ijdxidxj and
fudatda” = —n?dt? + a25ijdxidxj, where n is a lapse function and a and « are scale fac-
tors in the g and f metrics, respectively [563, ]. One of the branches corresponds to the
one in dRGT theory, which contains unstable perturbations in the scalar and vector sectors.
In the other branch, the late-time self-accelerating solution can be realised and all pertur-
bation modes are stable. When m ~ Hj, the perturbations around cosmological background
suffer from either ghost or gradient instabilities at early times [503]. It has been argued,
however, that this problem can be resolved by the non-linear effects of the scalar gravi-
ton [565]. When m > Hy, all modes are stable, though a fine-tuning of coupling constants is
needed [564]. The equation of state parameter of the effective dark energy component arsing
from the graviton mass can be less or more than —1 depending on model parameters [566].
In the specific model given in [567], the gravitational slip parameter n and effective grav-
itational constant deviate from unity, leading to the modification of the evolution of the
density perturbation. The constraints on the model parameters from the measured growth
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data and type Ia supernovae has been investigated in [567]. Some recent studies can be found
in [568-570].

Lorentz-violating massive gravity. As mentioned in Sec. 2.2.4, one of the Lorentz-
violating massive gravity theories called the minimal theory of massive gravity
(MTMG) [100] yields the same background equations for a FLRW universe as those in
GR. The linear perturbation analysis [100] shows that the effective gravitational constant
Gatter and the gravitational slip parameter 7 can deviate from unity despite the absence of
a new degree of freedom in the theory [100, ]. This fact allows us to put constraints on
the graviton mass of the MTMG theory by using type Ia Supernovae, CMB, and RSD data

[571-574].

4.8.  Perturbations in vector-tensor theories
For simplicity, we focus on the generalised Proca (GP) theory, though the arguments may
be applied to (at least most of ) the extended classes as well. Linear perturbations in the GP
theory can be analysed in a similar way to the Horndeski theory and they share common
features [121—124]. This is easily anticipated because the GP theory is reduced to the shift-
symmetric Horndeski theory when A, = 0,¢ is substituted. However, as we have mentioned
in Sec. 2.3, there are several differences due to the vectorial nature [575-530]. For cosmo-
logical tests of gravitational theories, it is important to understand how these differences
can be seen at the level of cosmological perturbations, which is achieved by using the EFT
approach [581].

In the case of vector-tensor theories, gravity is modified by a vector field A, which has
four independent components. Since we are interested in the dynamics of the matter density
perturbations, we focus on the scalar-type perturbations

A,u = (Ao(t) + 0Ap(t, X) + (9071'(75, x), 0y (t, X)) = (A()(t) + 5A0(t, x),0) + G,ﬁ(t, X), (172)

where Ag(t) is the background while §4g and 7 are perturbations. If one were to impose
§Ap = 0 by hand, the vector would be given by the form A, = 9,¢ with ¢ = [ dtAy(t) +
7(t,x) and then the action would be reduced to the Horndeski action. Adopting the New-
tonian gauge, for instance, the gravitational part of the quadratic-order action is given by
a functional of the four variables {®, ¥,0Ap, 7}, i.e., one has an additional variable in com-
parison to scalar-tensor theories. However, the theories are constructed to be ghost-free with
one scalar dynamical degree of freedom. This implies that the additional variable 6 Ay is
an auxiliary variable that can be eliminated by using a constraint equation. Once the con-
straint is solved, the quadratic-order action formally takes the same form as that of the
Horndeski theory, but the coefficients must be corrected since the solution to the constraint
gives §Ag # 0 in general.

The above argument implies that the cosmological perturbations of scalar-tensor theories
and vector-tensor theories can be unified into a single framework. Note that the corrections
of the coefficients must be scale-dependent because the constraint is generically given by an
elliptic differential equation. Hence, the corrections cannot be absorbed by redefinitions of the
coefficients and we need an additional parameter(s) that determines how the coefficients are
corrected in a scale-dependent way. As we have mentioned, the minimum set of parameters
to specify the linear perturbations within the Horndeski theory is {aT, ak,ap} on top of
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H and M. The inclusion of the GP theory requires an additional time-dependent function
avy(t) that fully parameterise differences between the GP theory and the Horndeski theory
at linear order in perturbations. For instance, the uncorrected ap(t) (the coefficient of the
EFT action before integrating out dAp) and the corrected one agp(t, k) (the coefficient after
integrating out dAp) are related by

k2 /( a2 HQ)
ay (t)ak(t) + k2 /(a>H?)

All the coeflicients have to be consistently corrected and the complete map between the

dB (t, k) = OéB(t) . (173)

uncorrected ones and the corrected ones is found in [581]. The function ay has to be
positive to avoid a ghost and the Horndeski theory is recovered in the limit ay — 0 (the
decoupling limit) in which ag = ap. Note that {aT, ax,ap} in the GP theory and the shift-
symmetric Horndeski theory cannot have independent time-dependency to be consistent
with the requirement of shift symmetry, called consistency relations [581] (see also [532]).
By the use of the a-parameters, the effective gravitational coupling and the gravitational

slip parameter under the quasi-static approximation are written as

M3 2
u(t) = M;Z;) [1 + o — 203ay + 75(041\/[ +A— 2.,40@04\/)2} , (174)
1 A@l[ 2(A+ar) ]
t) = — I+ ——7—% +A-2A , 175
M= @i [ Ve s an ™ arav) 1)
where
A= —ar —ag(l+ar), Vs=4ay.A?+ (terms independent of ay), (176)
are computed from the a-parameters (See [531] for the precise definition of Vg). The a-

parameters are not completely arbitrary as they are related to stability conditions. The
conditions relevant here are

M?2>0, ay>0, V>0, 1l+ap>0. (177)

The only negative contribution to p is provided by the third term of (174) which is pro-
portional to ay. The GP theory with (ay > 0) weakens gravity in comparison with its
Horndeski counterpart (ay = 0). The same conclusion is reached even when at = 0 because
avy increases Vg and thereby decreases the last term of (174).

In the Horndeski theory, the gravitational coupling on scales associated with the LSS
tends to get larger than that in GR at low redshifts (cf. Sec. 5.1.3). On the other hand, as
we have seen, the existence of intrinsic vector modes of the GP theory can prevent such an
enhancement of gravitational coupling [575, , |. This property realises a possibility to
evade the ISW-galaxy anti-correlation incompatible with the observational data [577] even
in the case of the cubic-order GP theories (ap = 0) in which the tensor propagation speed
is strictly the same as that of light, and the observational constraint from the gravitational-
wave event GW170817 is automatically satisfied (see also Refs. [578-580] for the related
works).

4.4. Perturbations in metric-affine gravity

In metric-affine gravity (MAG), the connection is promoted to be an independent variable.
In limited classes of theories, e.g., theories with the non-dynamical connection or theories
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having the Einstein frame, the theories can be reformulated in the Riemannian geometry
by solving the equations of motion for the connection. The problem is then reduced to
studying perturbations in the corresponding classes of gravity such as scalar-tensor theories
in the Riemannian geometry. In contrast, if the connection is directly perturbed, analysing
cosmological perturbations in generic MAG is quite involved since the general connection
I'*,, has 64 independent components in four dimensions (see e.g. [171]). For this reason, the
cosmological perturbation theory in MAG has not been well formulated especially in the
context of dark energy.

4.5.  Perturbations in cuscuton and minimally modified gravity

The cosmological perturbations in cuscuton and minimally modified gravity are recently
investigated in [130, , —585]. As the cuscuton theory and the minimally modified
gravity theories can be regarded as a special class of scalar-tensor theories, the theory of
cosmological perturbations can be similarly formulated. It is, however, important to stress
that the scalar field is non-dynamical in minimally modified gravity and its predictions
may be quantitatively different from the conventional scalar-tensor theories. For instance,
the paper [180] constructed a theory that gives the same prediction as GR in small scales
and recovers the standard ACDM cosmology at the background level. Nonetheless, the
linear perturbations are modified at cosmological distances which can be tested by CMB
observations [585]. We will discuss this model in Sec. 5.1.3.

5. Numerical tools for theoretical predictions

In this section, we introduce numerical tools in order to calculate realistic predictions of
the CMB and LSS observables. In the former half, we explain the Bolzmann code that is
utilised for computing the CMB anisotropies. As a demonstration, we show the angular
power spectrum of the CMB temprerature fluctuations for certain subclasses of DHOST
theory. In the latter, we explain a state-of-the-art technique called emuration that predicts
gravitational interactions and galaxy biases in non-linear regimes in computationally less
expensive way. We briefly summarise the current studies on non-linear structure formations
in the framework of modified gravity.

5.1. Boltzmann code

5.1.1.  Overview. The cosmological history after the Big Bang is embedded in the angular
power spectrum of the CMB anisotropy (see Sec. 3.2.2). In these three or four decades,
much effort has been devoted to extracting fruitful information from it using the large-
scale observational data obtained by the space-based observatories such as COBE [550],
WMAP [1] and Planck [5], and the ground-based experiments such as BICEP /Keck [587]
and ACTPol [5858].32 As a result, they have ruled out the structure formation scenario
starting from a small seed produced by topological defects such as the cosmic strings (e.g.,
[529]). Instead of the defects, the inflationary scenario has been strongly supported.

In the radiation-dominant epoch, the photons tightly couple to baryons and charged par-
ticles (electrons and protons). The Thomson scattering between the photons and electrons

32 A full list of the active and completed CMB observatories and experiments is available at https:
//lambda.gsfc.nasa.gov/product/expt/
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is the most important physical process for the CMB photons. Hence, the dominant contri-
bution to the collision term in the Boltzmann equations for the CMB photons comes from
the Thomson scattering. The final expression of the Boltzmann equation will be shown in
the later subsection.

To compute the angular power spectrum of the CMB anisotropies, we need to follow
the co-evolution of the CMB photons, massless neutrinos, baryons (electrons)3, CDM, and
gravitational perturbations. The Boltzmann equation is represented as a set of recursive dif-
ferential equations labelled by the angular index ¢, which is called the Boltzmann hierarchy.
As it is highly tedious to solve their governing equations simultaneously in an analytic way,
we resort to numerical computation using the so-called Boltzmann solver.

The pioneering numerical work [590] required huge computational resources at that time
to solve O(1,000) of equations. Seljak and Zaldarriaga developed a sophisticated technique
for the fast integration of the Boltzmann hierarchy, called the line-of-sight formula [591,

]. They released a Boltzmann solver implementing the formula, CMBFAST?*, in 1996. We
then became able to compute the angular power spectrum up to £ ~ O(1,000) even with
insufficient computational resources. After that, Lewis and Challinor released CAMB®® in
1999 [593], which was written in Fortran 90 and employs the covariant formalism. CAMB is
the de facto standard code to estimate the cosmological parameters from the observational
data, and the derivative numerical codes of this software have been developed by many
people, such as MGCAMB?® [320, , ] and EFTCAMB3” [596] incorporating gravity theories
beyond GR. Recently, Lesgourgues and his colleagues developed another Boltzmann solver
named CLASS?® [597, |, which is written in C language. This numerical code is also widely
used and there are some derivative works such as hi_class® [599, | implementing the
Horndesky theory [29-31] (for a review, see [25] and the references therein). Similarly, CO0P*
implements the effective theory including the beyond Horndeski theory (GLPV theory) [50,

|. The open-source Boltzmann solvers have been comprehensively tested in Ref. [601]. In
addition, in Ref. [602], one of the authors developed a Boltzmann solver incorporating the
Type-I DHOST theory [51-54], a theory with only two tensorial degrees of freedom [585],
and the vector-tensor EFT [531].

The angular power spectrum of the CMB anisotropies depends on the cosmological param-
eters such as the amplitude of the dimensionless curvature power spectrum, A,*!, the spectral
index, ng, the optical depth, 7, the density parameter of baryons, €2, and that of CDM, (2,
and the reduced Hubble parameter, h. In the case of extended theories of gravity beyond
GR, the model parameters controlling the theories get involved. As the dimension of the

33 The term ‘baryon’ represents ordinary matter in contrast with dark matter. In the community
of CMB, we misuse this term. The original meaning in particle physics is, of course, the composite
particle made of three quarks.

34 nttps://lambda.gsfc.nasa.gov/toolbox/tb_cmbfast_ov.cfm

35 https://camb.info/

36 https://github.com/sfu-cosmo/MGCAMB

37 nttp://eftcamb.org/

38 nttp://class-code.net/

39 http://miguelzuma.github.io/hi_class_public/
4Ohttps://zenodo.org/record/61166#. YTxIF jpUthE

41 See Ref. [603] for the parametrisation of the primordial power spectrum.
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parameter space is large, we usually employ the Markov-Chain Monte-Carlo (MCMC) anal-
ysis to estimate the confidence ranges of the parameters from the angular power spectrum.
There are some open-source packages for the MCMC analysis, such as CosmoMC*? [604],
MontePython®? [605] and emcee** [600].

A Boltzmann solver also computes the linear power spectrum of the non-relativistic matter
fluctuations. The amplitude of matter fluctuations is usually characterised by og or Sg :=
08(2,/0.3)%5, the amplitude on 8 h~' Mpc scale. The combination fog, where f is the
growth rate, can be observed from the measurement of the RSD [189] from the galaxy
survey like eBOSS [362], 6dFGRS [607], WiggleZ [60%] (see Sec. 3.3.3). In the context of
extended theories of gravity, fos is a good indicator of the deviation from GR (e.g., [609]).
Furthermore, the linear power spectrum is the main building block to compute the non-linear
power spectra taking into account the loop corrections (see [318] for review).

There have been enormous numbers of works and experiments on the CMB in the past
three or four decades, and many people have developed various schemes to analyse the CMB
data. In this decade, many people have studied extended theories of gravity beyond GR.
A motivation to study them is to explain the present acceleration of the cosmic expansion
without dark energy at z < 1. In this case, the effects beyond GR on the angular power
spectrum appear only at the large scales, £ < O(10), through the ISW effect as we will see
later. Making good use of the excellent legacies, we are fascinated to excavate slight hints
for such theories from the CMB observations.

Furthermore, the recent observational breakthrough of the gravitational waves since
GW150914 [610, | and the rapid development of LSS surveys such as BOSS and Sub-
aru HSC can promote the studies on extended theories of gravity. These new surveys can
put constraints on the theoretical parameters in different ways from the CMB observations.
Hence, the joint analyses will make a definitive result on these theories and the unresolved
issues in cosmology.

5.1.2.  Formalism. In this section, we briefly review the governing equations for the pho-
tons, massless neutrinos, CDM, baryons, and gravity to compute the angular power spectrum
of the CMB anisotropy. As in Sec. 3.1, the metric perturbations are defined by

ds? = a® [~ (1 + 2®)dn* + (1 — 2V)6;;dz’da’] (178)

where 7 is the conformal time.*> The basic formulation for the propagation of photons from
the last-scattering surface to us has been developed in Refs. [612-616]. In Ref. [617], the
author developed an alternative representation named the total angular momentum (TAM)
method. Hereafter we follow this method.

We begin with the Stokes parameters of electromagnetic radiation, (I,Q,U, V), which
describe the intensity (I), the linear polarisations (@, U), and the circular polarisation (V).
The temperature anisotropy of photons is equivalent to the anisotropy of their intensity,
and the Fourier transform of the combination, @) £ ¢U, corresponds to the E- and B-mode

42https://cosmologist.info/cosmomc/
43nttps://https://baudren.github.io/montepython.html
“nttps://emcee.readthedocs.io/en/stable/

45 Note that 1 has been used as a gravitational slip parameter in the previous sections, but in this
section it is used as a conformal time.
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polarisations [617]. The photons follow the Bose-Einstein distribution, and we expand the
Boltzmann equation for the Stokes parameters in terms of their small fluctuations. In partic-
ular, for the scalar modes, we obtain the coupled recursive differential equations (for details,

see [617]),

N 0ke _ 0Re41 .

O,=k [26— 1@4_1 2€+3@£+1] + 70, + Sy, (179)

B, = 2K¢ E,—QWHE .y P 1

¢ k[%—l -1~ 54 gl +T[ '+ V6 5@2], (180)
with

. 1
So= —70g + W, S = —vp+ kD, So= —FP, sy =2 — 52, P:E[GQ—\/EEQ}.
(181)

In this section, we use the dot as the derivative with respect to the conformal time. Note
that the B-mode polarisation, By, is not induced by the scalar perturbations at the linear
level. We obtain similar equations for the massless neutrinos, Ny, by setting 7 = 0 in the
Boltzmann hierarchy for the photons; 7(n) is the optical depth, 7 = —neora, induced by the
Thomson scattering. The infinite number of equations should be truncated at some finite
¢ when we solve them numerically. The simplest treatment is to set Oy, = E, = By, = 0 for
£ > lmax + 1. However, this treatment requires a large £,.x to suppress the propagation of
the truncation errors to the low-¢ modes. Instead, many numerical codes use an improved
boundary condition proposed by Ma and Bertschinger [618].

The baryons and CDM are described as fluids, which satisfy the continuity equation and the
Euler equation. Introducing the matter density perturbation, p; = pio(1 + d;), and the veloc-
ity perturbation, v;, for i = b, ¢ (baryons and CDM, respectively), their governing equations
are given by

Sb = —k’l)b-i-?)\i/, f)b = —Hvb+k¢>+ %(’l}b—gl), (182)

be = —kve + 30, 0, = —Huve + kD, (183)
where H := aH. These equations should be modified if the matter content non-minimally
couples to gravity (e.g., [(19, 620]). In addition, we need to know the time evolution of the
electron’s number density, n., involved in the recombination history of hydrogen. The basic
ideas and formulations are provided in Weinberg’s textbook [621], and a well-known open
source code, recfast?® [622, ], is also available.

The metric perturbations obey the perturbed Einstein equations sourced by the matter
density perturbations and the monopole moment of the photons and massless neutrinos. In
GR, they satisfy

47 Ga?

. k2
Hw+§m+H%n?— (pu0 + pede + 4p, 00 + 4p,No) (184)
k(@ — ¥) = —321Ga? (p,O2 + puN2) . (185)

In extended theories of gravity, only the left-hand sides are modified as long as the matter

contents minimally couple to gravity.

46 nttps://www.astro.ubc.ca/people/scott/recfast.html
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Going back to the Boltzmann hierarchy in Egs. (179) and (180), we have to solve a large
number of ordinary differential equations. We employ the line-of-sight formula developed by
Seljak and Zaldarriaga [591, 624] (and see [625] for review) instead of directly solving the
hierarchy. The Boltzmann equation has a formal solution,

outkm) = ["an Lot [eotkm) + @) + S0 ite)

~ glmunk M) + () PGk, n)jt (@)

e [k,m) + k)] i)} (186)

where © = k(no —n), je(x) is the spherical Bessel function of the first kind, and g(n) :=
—7e~7 is the visibility function determining the location of the last-scattering surface. Sim-
ilarly, one can obtain the same integral form for the polarisations. Note that the last line
of the above equation depends on the time derivative of ® and W. Hence, it makes a non-
negligible contribution when these metric perturbations are time-dependent, which could be
caused in the Universe where the dark energy component is dominant. This contribution is
called the integrated Sachs-Wolfe (ISW) effect.

To evaluate Oy for large ¢, we need only the modes with £ < 2 on the right-hand side. Hence,
it is required to compute the time evolution of the modes with ¢ < 2 with high accuracy. That
can be done if we truncate the Boltzmann hierarchy at ¢ ~ 10 with the boundary condition
proposed in Ref. [6158]. Then, to obtain the angular power spectrum up to ¢ < 2000, we can
reduce the total number of equations from ~6000 (including the polarisations) to ~40. The
line-of-sight formula has been extended to include the 2nd-order effects such as the weak
lensing [626, 627].47

At the initial time, we can decompose the initial perturbations into the adiabatic mode and
the isocurvature mode. The isocurvature mode is further classified into the baryon isocur-
vature mode, the CDM isocurvature mode, the neutrino density isocurvature mode, and the
neutrino velocity isocurvature mode. The general initial condition for the scalar perturba-

tions is a superposition of these five modes [(628]. The fraction of the isocurvature modes
has been constrained to be less than ~10% of the total power of the perturbations on large
scales (k = 0.002 Mpc™!) [382]. The adiabatic initial condition on the superhorizon scales is
given as
10 +4f, 10
V=77 &=—-——--—"(, 187
15+4fyC 15+4fuC (187)
3 k o — U k2
0 =0, =300 =3Nyg=—-2 =, =-301=-3N ) =——2¢ =
c b 0 NO 97 Ve Up 1 NI oH ) N2 12f1/ HQ?
(188)

where f, := p,/(py + pv) and ((k) is the curvature perturbation generated in the inflationary
epoch. For the detailed derivation of this result, see the standard textbook [355].

The temperature and E/B-mode fluctuations at the present time can be decomposed as
X(no, k) = )?(770, k)((k) for X = ©, E, B. The transfer function, )A((no, k), is computed by a

4T The authors of Ref. [627] developed a second-order Boltzmann solver, SONG, available at https:
//github.com/coccoinomane/song
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Boltzmann solver. Then, the angular power spectrum can be computed as

1 2 - -
Xy _ - “Z ZX* % 2 . .
Ci (2€+1)27r/dkk ¢ (mo, k)Ye (o, k) Pe (k) (189)

The primordial power spectrum, P¢(k), is usually parameterised as

272 k ns—1
Pe(k) = —5As | —— 190
=T () (190
where Ag = 210170531 x 107 and ns = 0.965 £ 0.004 at Epiyvor = 0.05Mpc™! from the
Planck 2018 results [5]. We can define the angular power spectra for the vector and tensor
perturbations in a similar way [017].

5.1.3.  Demonstrations. The DHOST theory is an extension of the Horndeski theory and
is so far the most general systematically constructed theory having a single scalar and two
tensorial degrees of freedom. The action of the DHOST theory contains free functions of the
scalar field, ¢, and its kinetic term, X := —(1/2)0"¢0,,¢ (see Sec. 2.1.2). Fixing the functions
specifies a particular theory in the DHOST family. The Boltzmann solvers such as hi_class,
COOP, MGCAMB, and CMB2nd implement the EFT description of the Horndeski and DHOST
theories [552, 629-6306]. The dictionary translating between the DHOST Lagrangian and the
EFT description is given in the previous section.

The quadratic action of the scalar perturbations in the gravity sector is given on the basis
of the ADM formalism, and we add possible operators to the action according to our assumed
symmetries. As discussed in the previous section, the coefficients of the operators such as
KK i (3) R are parameterised by the time-dependent functions. A phenomenologically use-
ful parameterisation is the a-basis parametrisation [551] (for a review, see [637]). As shown
in the previous section, the Horndeski theory can be represented by four «; parameters
(1 = K,B, T,M), and ap needs to be added in the GLPV theory [57, 636]. Going beyond the
GLPV theory, the DHOST theory*® needs further parameters ar,, 41, 82 and £3 [552], and the
theories including higher spatial derivatives accounting for Lorentz violation require extra
ones, afz,aS"V [612]. The time dependence of the a-parameters is in principle arbitrary.
However, it is frequently assumed that a;(t) = a; 0QpE(f) (or a;(t) = a; 0QpE(t)/QpE,0) in
the literature, where Qpg(t) = 1 — Qy,(¢) is the density parameter of (effective) dark energy
and the subscript 0’ means the value at the present time.

As a demonstration of the Boltzmann solver for the DHOST theory [602], we show C7 T
for different values of 31 in the left panel of Fig. 7, where we set ax o =1 and other a-
parameters to be zero. We assume the background evolution to be identical to that of the
ACDM model. The change in the angular power spectrum from the ACDM case is manifest
only on large scales, where the scalar degree of freedom mediating gravity modifies the ISW
effect. One can find a similar feature in the GLPV theory where agp # 0 and 1,0 = 0 [630]
and in the kinetic braiding [34] where apo # 0 and other a-parameters are set to be zero

[599].

48 Tn this section, we focus only on the quadratic DHOST theory that contains up to (99¢)?. The

cubic DHOST theory containing (09¢)* has also been formulated [55]. However, the cubic DHOST
theory has no viable cosmological solutions [638-641].
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Fig. 7 Angular power spectrum of the temperature anisotropies, CZTT, in EFT with vary-
ing f1,0 (left) [602] and that in the Crisostomi-Koyama model with with (c2,¢3,¢4,8) =
(3.0,5.0,1.0,—5.3) (right) [602].

Next, we consider another approach in which we begin with the original action of the
DHOST theory described by the free functions of the scalar field ¢ and its kinetic term X.
The action contains eight arbitrary functions, P,Q, f2, a1, - - ,as. Here we adopt a simple
model proposed by Ref. [643],

X m?) X2 B+ 8¢y
P=-20X, Q= —2¢353, fa= - tlagg @1=0, a=-—"—5—.

The remaining parameters, as,a4 and as, are determined from the degeneracy condi-

(191)

tions [51, 52]. The variation of the action yields the equations for the background and the
perturbations.

In the right panel of Fig. 7, we show the angular power spectra with (cg,cs,cq, ) =
(3.0,5.0,1.0,—5.3). From the view of the a-basis EFT, this parameter set yields 31 o ~ 0.06
and ag,o ~ —0.2 in the EFT language. As the effects of these parameters degenerate, the
effects arising from the two parameters on large scales are almost cancelled and thus the
spectrum becomes close to that in the ACDM model (dashed line).

In conjunction with the Markov-Chain Monte-Carlo (MCMC) method, we can estimate
the viable parameter ranges for the model parameters characterising the extended theories of
gravity as well as the standard cosmological parameters, (As, ns, h, R2Qc, h2Qy,, 7) [644]. For
simplicity, we define a subset of the DHOST theories where ap o = amo = ato =ago =0
dubbed as “EFT”, and another subset, the Crisostomi-Koyama model, given in Eq. (191)
where we fix ¢co = 1 and ¢4 = —8f leading to ag = 0, dubbed as “cCK”. We vary one parame-
ter, 81,0, in EFT, and two parameters, c3 and c4, in cCK. As a result of the MCMC analysis,
we obtain the best-fit values with their uncertainties at a 68% confidence level in EFT and
c¢CK, as shown in Table 3. We put constraints on the model parameters characterising the
gravity theories,

Bio = 003270013 (EFT); c3=1.591028 (0<) ¢y <0.0088 (cCK) (68%c.l.).
(192)

In Ref. [585], we employ a cuscuton-like theory, i.e., a “scalarless” scalar-tensor theory. The
theory is equipped with a non-dynamical scalar field and the usual two tensorial degrees of
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2DoF EFT cCK
c3  1.5975:28
—0.038810 0085 | o 0.032-0013 ¢y < 0.0088
10946727 1.890275:5099 1.89867000%% 1.88161000%
ns 0.974810-0053 0.97351 00020 0.990915-0028
h 06853199927 0.67601909%% 08043130049
h2Q, 0.118431 00002 0.11947000:9 0.1152370-001,
h2Qy, 0.0217279-00011 0.0217575:50012 0.0221875-50013
T 0.049710-0022 0.049410-5082 0.042315-0021
In £ —1432 —1428 —1463

Table 3 The best-fit values with their uncertainties at a 68% confidence level in 2DoF
model, EFT and cCK model from left to right. The inequality indicates that we obtain only
the upper limit [585, ].

freedom corresponding to gravitational waves. The action in terms of the ADM variables is

given by

sz%%/m&mﬁNP@Kﬁ—;Qﬁﬁv+ok?+R+m+i;+&m (193)
with

aﬂ@::%?i;ﬁ?ﬂgR—2A, (194)

-t ()

where N, ;;, and K;; are the lapse function, the spatial metric, and the extrinsic curvature,
respectively. We choose a; and a3 so that the background evolution is the same as that
in the ACDM model. Note that the constant parameter, 3, defined here differs from those
in the EFT and cCK model introduced above. The theory has a particular feature which
recovers GR both in the small-scale and the large-scale limits. Hence, the only possible way
to test the theory is to focus on the phenomena involved in the intermediate-scale physics
like the CMB and LSS. As a result of the MCMC analysis, we found that the best-fit range
for B is

B=—0.0388T0008; (68%c.l.), (196)

which indicates a ~40 deviation from GR (8 = 0), and the other parameters can be found
in Table 3 (see “2DoF”).

5.2.  Predicting non-linear structure formation

5.2.1. Owverview. As explained in Sec. 3.3, various non-linear effects are involved in cos-
mological LSS, including the non-linearity in the gravitational structure growth, the relation
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Fig. 8 68%, 95% and 99% confidence contours in cCK model (left) and EFT (right) [614].

between the underlying density field and the observed galaxies (i.e., galaxy bias), and the
RSD (see Sec. 3.3.3), which states the mapping between the actual positions of galaxies and
those determined through the measurement of redshifts (see [3418, (45] for review). These
make analytical approaches difficult, and one has to resort to numerical simulations instead.
However, for cosmological analyses, i.e., in inferring cosmological models and their model
parameters from observations, numerical simulations are often too costly.

Simulation-based inference is a key ingredient in different domains of scientific and engi-
neering research these days. Interested readers may find how different approaches have been
considered and developed in a review article [6416]. Here, we focus on emulation as a working
example of simulation-based inference in the context of cosmological LSS.

5.2.2.  Emulation. Emulation is a useful technique that replaces expensive numerical sim-
ulations with a much cheaper statistical model. The idea is that one first performs many, but
an affordable number of numerical simulations at different input parameters and then uses
them as the training data for the statistical model. The statistical model, called an emulator,
then generalises the prediction to unexplored sets of input parameters. Here, one can con-
sider summary statistics such as the matter power spectrum, or even the full density field, as
the target quantity to be emulated as a function of cosmological parameters. The advantage
of this approach is that one does not need knowledge of the functional form of the target
quantity (e.g., how the power spectrum should depend on 2y,), unlike the traditional fitting
formula approach. This non-parametric property makes emulators attractive for modelling
various different quantities. The dependence of the target quantity on the input parameters
is instead learnt completely in a data-driven way.

This technique was first introduced to the problem of cosmological LSS formation in
Refs. [617, 648]. The same group has developed an emulator for the matter power spec-
trum (Coyote Universe: [649, 649, 650]). They initially considered a five-parameter wCDM
cosmology, where the value of h is automatically determined to match the observed acoustic
scale from CMB, and now is updated to include not only A [651], but also the time-varying
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equation of state parameter as well as neutrino masses to cover an eight-parameter input
space (Mira-Titan Universe: [652-651]). There are other attempts to model the matter
power spectrum using emulation [655-0658]. Coyote Universe/Mira-Titan Universe project
also develop emulators for halos (the mass function [659], and the concentration mass rela-
tion [660]) or galaxies [661]. There are also several attempts to model various weak lensing
statistics [062—670]. More recently, there appear different groups to model the clustering and
lensing signals of biased tracers (Aemulus project: [671-675], AbacusCosmos [676], Abacus-
Summit [677] and Dark Quest [111, 678, 679], see Sec. 5.2.3 for more detail). Some emulators
constructed from these projects are actually used to analyse observational data and derive
cosmological parameters (e.g., [180, , , 680—685]).

5.2.8. DarkEmulator: halo model meets emulation. We introduce an emulator code,
DarkEmulator, developed as a part of the Dark Quest project [141]. This code is aimed
at providing theoretical templates in light of recent multi-probe cosmological analyses from
imaging and spectroscopic galaxy surveys. DarkEmulator follows the halo model approach
(see [686] for a review). Galaxies are assumed to form only in dark matter halos, which are
gravitationally bound mass concentrations, hierarchically formed by gravitational instability
from primordial tiny fluctuations. While various complicated baryonic processes are essen-
tial for the formation of galaxies, the formation of halos is rather straightforward to model
by only considering gravity. The clustering and abundance of halos can therefore be safely
modelled by standard gravity-only N-body simulations.

The halo model then provides a natural way to describe the correlation functions (or
their Fourier counterpart, polyspectra) of mass or galaxies. The simplest example is the
two-point correlation function, which is the excess pair counts as a function of the pair
separation compared to a random uniform distribution. One separates the pairs counts into
two components: the one-halo term, i.e., pairs in the same halo, and the two-halo term,
those in two distinct halos. In this approach, one needs the knowledge of (1) the abundance
of halos, (2) the two-point correlation function of halos, and (3) how the object of interest
(mass or galaxies) is distributed within a halo.

It is natural to consider that this last ingredient depends on the properties of halos. The
major property of a halo is its mass, and others are usually not taken into account in the
model.* In the simplest halo model, one, therefore, needs all three ingredients as a function
of mass. The first two are the halo mass function, (dny/dM)(M), and the halo-halo cross-
correlation function for halos with two different masses, &, (M7, Ms). These can be measured
and calibrated by N-body simulations. If one is interested in the distribution of mass, the
third ingredient can also be studied using N-body simulation. The Navarro-Frenk-White
(NFW) profile is a well-known result from N-body simulations for the radial profile of mass
in a halo, which is approximately universal over a wide range of halo masses and also for dif-
ferent cosmological models [(88]. However, predicting the position and abundance of galaxies
in a halo is much more involved. A practical way forward is to employ a simple parametric

49 In practice, the clustering property of halos is known to be dependent on other halo properties as
well, such as the formation time, concentration, ellipticity and the environment (i.e., whether a halo
is in an overdense or underdense region). These extra dependencies are often called halo assembly
bias (e.g., [687]). This matters when the galaxies of interest preferentially form in halos with certain
properties other than the mass.
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model, called the halo occupation number (HOD, e.g., [689]), and vary the HOD parameters
together with the cosmological parameters when the model is fitted to observational data.
This is the approach on which DarkEmulator is based. It models the ingredients (1) and
(2) as functions of the halo mass, redshift, and cosmological parameters. In contrast, the
remaining ingredient, (3), is modelled using a simple but flexible parametric model, which
is to be fixed when confronted with an actual galaxy catalogue from observation.

Dark Quest simulations are arranged in a six-parameter flat-geometry wCDM cosmology
centred on the Planck result [690]. Once one defines the cosmological model and the parame-
ter ranges over which to make predictions, the first task is to find an efficient way to generate
samples at which simulations will be performed. This is often a difficult problem, especially
when the dimensionality of the input parameter space is high (i.e., the curse of dimension-
ality). An often adopted strategy is based on Latin Hypercube designs (LHD). That is, the
hyperrectangle-shaped input space is divided into uniform grid cells, and one asks to put one
and only one sample point in any segment in the one-dimensional projection. This ensures a
good projection property by construction, while the required sampling point is equal to the
number of one-dimensional segments, regardless of the dimensionality. One usually imposes
additional conditions to further ensure a good space-filling property. Dark Quest simulations
follow a maximin-distance sliced LHD, in which the whole design points are subdivided into
“slices”, each of which separately follows the conditions for an LHD [691]. The space-filling
property is ensured by minimizing a cost function that is designed to maximise the minimum
distance between the pair of samples, both within the slices and in the whole sample. 100
samples are chosen in five slices for Dark Quest. In the subsequent analyses, one slice of 20
cosmological models is left unused in the training process and is instead used as a validation
sample.

The next task is to model the dependence of the target quantities on the cosmological
parameters, that is, regression. DarkQuest employs Gaussian Process (GP) [692]. It assumes
that the target function is a random process controlled by our prior knowledge and the
available data points. Assuming that this follows a multivariate normal distribution, any
calculation can be done analytically via matrix products. A normal distribution is governed
by the mean function and the covariance function. One can design these functions on the basis
of prior knowledge. Usually, the mean function is set to zero, and one encodes the known
properties, such as the expected smoothness, amplitude, or periodicity, in the covariance
function. Usually, a parameterised covariance function is assumed and then faced with the
simulation database. The parameters characterising the covariance function can be optimised
by asking that the simulation data in hands are the most likely to be generated from the
distribution function. In this way, a GP works as a machine learning model, which is trainable
in a data-driven manner.

A possible caveat of GP is that it is not straightforward to generalise for multi-output
regression problems. In reality, given cosmological parameters, one wishes to predict various
statistical quantities of halos at different redshifts, halo masses, pair separations, and so on.
This makes the output data vector pretty large. DarkEmulator tries to reduce the dimen-
sionality of the output data vector by applying a weighted Principal Component Analysis
(PCA) [693]. The PCA weights are individually modelled by GPs. In the follow-up papers of
[111], the halo statistics are modelled by the Feedforward Neural Network (FFNN) [678, 679].
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This is a natural framework for dealing with multi-input/multi-output regression problems.
These studies have found that although the non-linear structure formation is a heavily
non-linear process, the dependence of standard statistical quantities, such as the correla-
tion function or the power spectrum, are only weakly non-linear functions of cosmological
parameters. Therefore, relatively shallow networks with a few to several hidden layers are
sufficient to successfully model the functions.

5.2.4. FEaxtensions to modified gravity models. Here, we mention the theoretical modelling
of non-linear structure formations in modified gravity. Different from GR, there are in gen-
eral extra degrees of freedom in modified gravity, mostly a light scalar degree of freedom,
other than the standard massless spin-2 graviton. Then Einstein field equations and the stan-
dard fluid equations for baryon and dark matter are augmented as including interactions of
the scalar field. Hence, it is significantly different from GR when considering gravitational
interactions for structure formations in modified gravity, even in non-linear ways.

The non-linearity of the scalar-field equation predicts phenomena that never occur in GR.
Virtually, certain screening mechanisms, i.e., Vainshtein screening, Chameleon mechanism,
symmetron model, or k-mouflage in high-density regions (see in Sec. 2.6) suppress the effects
of the fifth force mediated by the scalar field, recovering Newton law at small scales. The
screening mechanisms thus can make a theory evading the stringent constraints from local
tests of gravity, e.g., solar-system test and Hulse-Taylor pulsar. At large scales, on the other
hand, the fifth force cannot be suppressed as the matter density becomes smaller, printing
a signature of the fifth force on the dynamics of structure formations. Typically, the scale
where the screening does not work is above the galactic scales. Hence, it is reasonable to
test modified gravity via non-linear structure formations of LSS.

To model non-linear dynamics in modified gravity, it is straightforward to apply N-body
simulation for the theories, as same as GR. Since the scalar field becomes dynamical at
considered scales, one needs to solve the equation of motion of the scalar field in conjunc-
tion with the Vlasov-Poisson system. A difficulty lies in solving the non-linear equation of
motion of the scalar field, which in general becomes more challenging as containing non-
linear terms composed of derivatives. To this end, N-body simulations in modified gravity
can be expensive in computation even more than those in GR.

It also matters in modified gravity to take a quasi-static limit to formulate the Vlasov-
Poisson equations. In generic theories, the sound speed of the propagating scalar mode is
dependent on a choice of models, and thus there is no a prior: information on whether or
not the quasi-static limit is applicable. At present, we assume the quasi-static limit to model
non-linear structure formations in modified gravity. Once provided the quasi-static limit,
there exist useful parametrisations that characterise the effects of gravitational interactions.
For instance, as shown in the previous section, Horndeski theory or vector-tensor theories
precisely predict the values of the gravitational coupling for matter Gatter (0r 1) and photon
Glight (or X).

Finally, it is necessary to clarify the baryon feedback or the effect of neutrinos should
be consistently implemented accommodating with modified gravity models. It is uncertain
whether such existing effects degenerate with the effects of modified gravity (cf. [694] reports
the degeneracy between massive neutrinos and the effects of modified gravity in RSDs).

81/115



Hence it is important to study non-linear modelling with baryons and neutrinos in modified

gravity.

As long as currently known, N-body simulations in the specific subclass of modified gravity,
ie., f(R) gravity [095, ] and DGP model [697, | are the most popular. The major
algorithm is ECOSMOG [696], MGGADGET [699], and ISIS [700].°° The paper [702] compares all

the existing algorithms for f(R) gravity, DGP, and Symmetron models by using the velocity
divergence power spectrum, halo abundances, and halo profiles. Other than the popular N-
body codes, there is a N-body simulation for the minimal theory of massive gravity (MTMG)
[703]. Although there are some upgrades to reduce the computational costs of simulations,
e.g., Refs. [704-706], so far, there is no simulation that covers the whole Horndeski theory>!
and DHOST theory.

6. Outlook

This section summarises the current status of theories of modified gravity in light of the
following three perspectives: (i) Physical motivations, (i) Validity and Appealing features,
and (iii) Maturity and Calculability. Physical motivations clarify the underlying motivation
of a given theory of modified gravity and whether the theory is self-consistent. The theory
should evade pathological instabilities and a strong coupling. Otherwise, it loses predictabil-
ity. In addition, some theories of modified gravity may require a violation of fundamental
assumptions such as Lorentz invariance or locality. Even if they are seemingly satisfied at
low energies, a violation may be required for a theory to have a self-consistent UV com-
pletion. Testing these theories may lead to a test of the fundamental assumptions. Validity
and Appealing features summarise whether the theory is consistent with the existing obser-
vational constraints. We already have strong observational constraints on modifications of
gravity from solar-system experiments, gravitational waves, and cosmological observations.
Furthermore, it would be interesting if the theory has a unique observational feature that can
be tested by future observations. The third point is Maturity and Calculability: the theory
is already well-developed to compute observables for future observations or not. The three
criteria are not independent; for instance, if a theory has a low maturity and calculability,
it is not clear whether the theory has an appealing feature for observational tests. The pur-
pose of this classification is to understand which part is missing at the current stage and to
provide the outlook for further theoretical and observational developments.

Horndeski theory

o Physical motivations. The Horndeski theory is the most general scalar-tensor the-
ory having the second-order field equations in four dimensions. Well-known theories
are included in the Horndeski family: Quintessence, k-essence, f(R) gravity, Jordan-
Brans-Dicke theory, Generalised Brans-Dicke theory, Kinetic gravity braiding, Galileon,

50 18IS code does not take into account baryon physics as same as the other two algorithms,

although the original RAMSES code [701] that is the basis of ISIS can compute the hydrodynamics of
baryons by using a second-order Godunov method.
51 Very recently, hi-COLA [707] which is based on COLA[703], which is the first model for non-linear

structure formation in the framework of Horndeski theory have been developed.
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Einstein-scalar-Gauss-Bonnet gravity, and so on. Various self-accelerating cosmolog-
ical solutions are known. While modifying the gravitational law at large distances
(u#1,2#1), GR can be recovered on small scales thanks to one of the screening
mechanisms, though whether the mechanism works successfully or not depends on some
details of the theory. It should be noted that recent studies [239, —298, | sug-
gest that the screenings via non-linear derivative interactions (the Vainshtein screening
and the kinetic screening) may contradict the requirements from the positivity bounds,
though the validity of the positivity bounds on the cosmological background is an open
question [307-311].

o Validity and Appealing features. As the Horndeski theory includes many models of
modified gravity and even the conventional dark energy models [709, |, many obser-
vational constraints have been discussed. Constraints from the solar-system experiments
and the observation of the Hulse-Taylor pulsar can be passed when the screening mech-
anism is efficient. Since the Horndeski theory contains arbitrary functions, cosmological
constraints would be biased by the choice of the functions. As a phenomenological
approach, cosmological constraints are often discussed by using the EFT parame-
ters with assumed time dependence. The Planck collaboration reported the constraint

oM = —0.015f8:8¥‘; and 8 = 0.66Jj8:£2141l for the parametrisation ap = aM70af3 combined
with Planck, baryon acoustic oscillation, redshift-space distortion, and galaxy weak
lensing measurements [5], while the LSS gives apo = 0.20f8:§g and anp = 0.25f8:§g
for a;(t) = a; 0Qpr(t) (1 = M,B) [711]. The present value of ar is tightly constrained
by the arrival-time difference between the signals of GW170817 and GRB 170817A:
|| <1071 [219, 638-640, |. It was, however, pointed out that the energy scales of

LIGO observations are close to the cutoff scale of dark energy/modified gravity models
in the Horndeski family [65], and hence more careful investigations are necessary on
the constraints from the speed of gravitational waves. To conclude, there are still viable
parameter spaces that may be tested by future observations.

o Maturity and Calculability. Linear cosmological perturbations around the FLRW met-
ric are well formulated as shown in Sec. 4, and public Boltzmann codes, hi_class and
EFTCAMB, are available. The matter bispectrum has been derived to trace the non-
linearity of LSS [233, ]. As for full non-linear simulations, there have been a few
N-body simulations except for the major subclasses: Quintessence, DGP and f(R), and
Generalised Brans-Dicke theory. Recently, hi-COLA [707] was released: a fast simula-
tion to compute non-linear structure formations based on COLA algorithms [70%] in
the Horndeski theory with the luminal gravitational wave speed. This is the very first
attempt to compute non-linear structure formation in the Horndeski theory, and fur-
ther developments could reveal interesting observational features that can be tested by

forthcoming observations.
DHOST theory

o Physical motivations. The DHOST theory is an interesting extension of the Horn-
deski theory as it is a counterexample to the common belief that equations of motion
have to be second-order differential equations. A healthy class of the DHOST theory is
related to the Horndeski theory via a disformal transformation, while there are other
classes that are disconnected to the Horndeski theory. Theories in the latter classes are,
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however, phenomenologically unacceptable due to gradient instabilities in cosmological
perturbations of scalar and tensor modes. The degeneracy conditions would demand
fine-tuning of the theory and would not be protected by symmetry in general (see, how-
ever, [169]). Nonetheless, a small violation of the degeneracy conditions is accepted and
indeed required in the so-called stealth solutions [713], making the DHOST theory a
self-consistent EFT.

o Validity and Appealing features.  Although the DHOST theory of our interest is disfor-
mally related to the Horndeski theory, it exhibits features distinct from the Horndeski
theory in the presence of matter, as a consequence of the derivative coupling between
matter fields and gravity in the Horndeski frame. In the linear cosmological perturba-
tions, “beyond Horndeski” effects of the DHOST theory are described by the parameters
(functions) {am, f1, B2, B3} (note that these four are not independent). One can give
constraints on the B-parameters from CMB, e.g., 819 = 0.032f8:8%g for the parametri-
sation (1 (t) = £1,0Qpr(t) [044]. In addition to the luminal propagation of gravitational
waves, the particular relation ay + 281 = 0 is often assumed to prohibit a decay of
gravitational waves into dark energy [66].°2 Due to the derivative coupling seen in
the Horndeski frame, partial breaking of the Vainshtein screening mechanism occurs
inside a matter source, which helps us to put constraints on the “beyond Horndeski”
parameters from small-scale astrophysical observations as well. For example, one obtains
the constraint from stellar physics on one of the “beyond Horndeski” parameters as
—7.2x 1073 < Zy < 4.8 x 1073 [225], where Z; parameterised the deviation from New-
ton’s law inside a stellar body (see Eq. (74)). In the above-mentioned particular subset
of the DHOST theory evading graviton decay and the constraint on the speed of grav-
itational waves, the Vainshtein mechanism and its partial breaking operate in a very
different way as compared with the case of the generic DHOST theory, and in this
case the Hulse-Taylor pulsar gives some constraints on the theory [231, |. As in the
Horndeski theory, a large parameter space still survives and further studies are awaited.

o Maturity and Calculability.  Linear cosmological perturbations have been formu-
lated [552]. Currently, CMB2nd is the only available Boltzmann code for the DHOST
theory. The matter bispectrum has been computed [353], while the one-loop correction
of the matter bispectrum suffers from the divergent behaviour in the UV limit. No full
non-linear simulations like N-body simulations have been developed so far.

Massive gravity /bigravity

o Physical motivations. It would be interesting to ask whether the graviton is massless
or massive, or whether the graviton can be massive. In the context of dark energy,
massive gravity is also attractive because it is technically natural to set the graviton
mass to a small value, that is, a small mass remains small under quantum corrections.
One of the cosmological constant problems (“why it is so small”) may be answered if the
cosmological constant is related to the graviton mass. In addition, GR can be recovered
on small scales via the Vainshtein mechanism. However, the cosmological solutions in the

2 0n top of the perturbative decay [(6], a resonant decay is relevant in a certain range of ag +
2831 [714]: a change of the gravitational wave signals is observable for 10720 < ag +28; < 10717 in
the LIGO/VIRGO band and 10716 < ay +28; < 10719 in the LISA band.
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simplest ghost-free massive gravity theory, i.e. the dRGT theory, suffer from pathological
instabilities, and hence extensions of the theory are required.

o Validity and Appealing features. Two main modifications in massive gravity are the
appearance of the Yukawa force and the modified dispersion relation of gravitational
waves due to the mass term (see [715, | for a review about the constraints on the
graviton mass). Assuming the linear theory with the single massive graviton, the solar-
system experiments give an upper bound m < 10723 eV [717]. The gravitational-wave
observations also provide the comparable bound m < 10723 eV [715]. Note that they are
completely independent constraints: the former is the constraint on the Yukawa force,
while the latter is the constraint on the modified dispersion relation. Yet, these con-
straints are far below the cosmologically-motivated graviton mass (m ~ Hy ~ 10733 eV),
and cosmological observations are required to probe such a small mass range. How-
ever, cosmological scenarios depend strongly on the models of massive gravity, and the
constraints depend on the models accordingly.

o Maturity and Calculability. The linear perturbation analysis has been studied for each
model. In the case of the Lorentz-invariant massive gravity such as the generalised dRGT
theory, projected massive gravity, and bigravity, the linear perturbation theory breaks
down in the early stage of the universe, making computations difficult (see [568-570] for
recent developments in bigravity.) On the other hand, the minimal theory of massive
gravity can avoid the theoretical difficulties thanks to the absence of the scalar mode of
the graviton and linear calculations [571-571] as well as a non-linear calculation [703]
have been developed.

Vector-tensor theories

o Physical motivations. Having developed theories of modified gravity by adding/modifying
a spin-0 field and a spin-2 field, it would be natural to explore the possibility of mod-
ifying gravity in terms of a spin-1 field. Vector-tensor theories have been developed in
close analogy to scalar-tensor theories and from the bottom-up direction. Although
their UV origin is still missing, vector-tensor theories might be related to sponta-
neous Lorentz-symmetry breaking because the vector field is often supposed to have
a timelike expectation value. Stable self-accelerating cosmological solutions exist and
the Vainshtein screening mechanism can work [205], analogously to the scalar-tensor
theories.

o Validity and Appealing features. There is a surviving parameter space in the vector-
tensor theories even if the speed of the gravitational waves is assumed to coincide with
that of light. Notably, the vectorial nature can prevent the enhancement of the gravita-
tional coupling Gmatter in contrast to the scalar-tensor theories [575, , ]. Thanks
to this effect, the observational constraints from the ISW-galaxy correlation data can
be evaded [577]. It would be interesting if there exist unique observational signatures to
distinguish the vector-tensor theories from GR and the scalar-tensor theories.

o Maturity and Calculability. Linear perturbations have been studied only in some
specific models of vector-tensor theories [577, , |, and a unified approach for per-
turbations of generic vector-tensor theories has not been well developed so far. The EFT
approach [581] is one of the promising ways in this direction. A Boltzmann solver based
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on CMB2nd is currently under development. Further studies are needed to go beyond the
linear-order perturbations.

Metric-affine gravity

0]

Physical motivations. Metric-affine gravity and its subclasses are mainly motivated by
theoretical considerations and the underlying idea would be interesting in light of the
successes of the geometric interpretation of gravity and the gauge principle in particle
physics. As long as the higher curvature terms are ignored, metric-affine gravity can be
recast in other classes of gravity in the Riemannian geometry, though matter couplings
may be modified. A dynamical connection might give rise to interesting phenomena and
some late-time cosmological models have been proposed [158-160].

Validity and appealing features. Metric-affine gravity is often regarded as a UV mod-
ification of gravity, while the validity of metric-affine gravity as an IR modification of
gravity has not been well investigated. It would be interesting to ask how the connec-
tion affects gravitational interactions and establish observational constraints on possible
deviations from the Riemannian geometry.

Maturity and Calculability. One can effectively analyse a class of metric-affine gravity
by recasting the model into another class of modified gravity. As for a general metric-
affine gravity, although cosmological solutions have been obtained at the background
level in certain models, cosmological perturbations have not been well developed even
at linear order due to technical difficulty in treating a large number of independent
components of the connection.

Cuscuton/Minimally-modified gravity

o

Physical motivations. Cuscuton and minimally modified gravity provide yet another
way to modify gravity without introducing an additional degree of freedom. Lorentz-
symmetry breaking is required according to the Lovelock theorem and a violation of a
locality condition is also required to evade the uniqueness of the massless spin-2 field
indicated by the scattering amplitude arguments [181-184]. They are achieved by a
non-dynamical scalar field ¢ obeying an elliptic (instead of hyperbolic) equation. On
the phenomenological side, various cosmological scenarios are possible without worrying
about pathological instabilities and a strong coupling because of the absence of an
additional dynamical degree of freedom.

Validity and Appealing features. These models can work as an alternative for dark
energy. A certain model of cuscuton [180] exhibits the same predictions as GR in weak
gravitational fields and the propagation speed and is even identical to the ACDM model
at the background level. Even so, the growth of perturbations on cosmological scales is
modified by a single parameter 5 (see Egs. (193)—(195)) and the CMB constraints read
B = —0.0388T0%L,, indicating a ~ 4o deviation from GR (8 = 0) [585]. In addition, the
authors in [189] have claimed that the VCDM model, one of the minimally modified
gravity theories, can resolve the Hy tension.

Maturity and Calculability. Cosmological perturbations at linear level have been given
in [178, , , D83-585, 720], and the CMB constraints have been obtained by imple-
menting a model in a Boltzmann solver [189, , b85]. Non-linear calculations including
the development of N-body code have not been done yet.
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Let us conclude this section. The Horndeski theory is one of the most well-developed the-
ories of modified gravity. Deviations from GR have been already tested at the level of linear
perturbations. Further studies about non-linear structure formation will enable more precise
tests of the Horndeski theory with forthcoming observations. The DHOST theory is an inter-
esting extension of the Horndeski theory as there are several features distinct from GR and
the Horndeski theory. Although the linear perturbation theory has been investigated, studies
about non-linear structure formation need to be developed. Theories of massive gravity are
well-motivated candidates to explain the present cosmic acceleration as the small graviton
mass is protected by quantum corrections. Healthy cosmological models have been explored
by extending the dRGT theory. The vector-tensor theories are analogous to the scalar-tensor
theories, but they provide a different avenue for modifying gravity. The surviving parameter
space would be wider than the scalar-tensor theories thanks to the presence of intrinsic vec-
tor modes that potentially prevents the enhancement of the gravitational coupling Gmatter-
Theoretical and numerical tools for perturbative calculations are under development in the
framework of EFT. Studies in this direction are expected to reveal distinct features of the
vector-tensor theories. Metric-affine gravity modifies the geometry itself and there may be
interesting features that are not seen in the other theories. Since metric-affine gravity is
typically thought of as a UV modification of gravity, its consequence on an IR modifica-
tion of gravity has been less explored. The cuscuton/minimally modified gravity evades the
uniqueness of the theory of the massless spin-2 field by introducing a non-dynamical field,
yielding a rich phenomenology. It is possible to modify gravity only on cosmological scales
and the modification is testable using cosmological observations.

All in all, cosmological probes of gravitational theories are essential to understanding the
present cosmic acceleration as well as the nature of gravity. Although strong constraints on
modifications of gravity have been obtained, there is a large number of viable theories and
it would be remarkable that some theories are preferred over the ACDM cosmology at least
for certain observations. The constraints will be improved by forthcoming observations and
related theoretical developments are also indispensable to achieve it. In particular, aspects of
non-linear structure formation have not been well studied even in the Horndeski theory, one
of the most maturated theories of modified gravity. It would be interesting and important
to study theories of modified gravity from both theoretical and observational viewpoints to
connect the recent theoretical developments to forthcoming observations.
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7. Summary

In this paper, we have provided a comprehensive review of cosmological probes of gravity,
to prioritise a subset of well-motivated gravity models along with rationales for developing a
strategy for forthcoming cosmological observations. We first discussed the theoretical aspects
of modified gravity theories. We then have described observational aspects for testing gravity.
In particular, we presented cosmological observables of the cosmic microwave background
and large-scale structure, and we have introduced phenomenological parametrisations com-
monly used for testing gravity at cosmological scales. In the subsequent section, we have
shown concrete analytical predictions of cosmological observables from well-motivated the-
ories such as scalar-tensor theories, massive gravity theories, vector-tensor theories, as well
as commenting on other theories. As numerical tools, we have introduced CMB2nd, which
is the only available CMB Boltzmann code for DHOST theory, and DarkEmulator, which
is the emulator code providing theoretical templates for large-scale structure observations.
Finally, we have provided an outlook of cosmological probes of gravity in terms of current
studies of each gravity theory and identified a selection of well-motivated gravity models for
developing an observational strategy. We have concluded that the Horndeski theory is one
of the most well-developed theories of modified gravity and the highest-priority model that
we can focus on when discussing the observational strategy. However, even in the Horndeski
theories as the most maturated theories, there are remaining issues such as a deeper theoret-
ical understanding, theoretical predictions of the non-linear structure formation, breaking
the degeneracy between modifications of gravity and other physical effects, developments of
efficient computational tools, etc. Overall, other theories would require more studies even at
linear orders in perturbations to be tested by precise cosmological observations. To solve such
issues, further collaborations among theoretical developments, forthcoming observations, and
computational implementations as mentioned in this paper are needed. We expect that test-
ing gravity theory on cosmological scales makes progress further from the strong connection
between theory and observations.
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