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ABSTRACT

Context. The weak field limit for a pointlike source of &R) « R¥2-gravity model is studied.

Aims. We aim to show the viability of such a model as a valid altémesto GR+ dark matter at Galactic and local scales.

Methods. Without considering dark matter, within the weak field apjmation, we find general exact solutions for gravity with
standard matter, and apply them to some astrophysicalsscal®vering the consistency of the safif®)-gravity model with cos-
mological results.

Results. In particular, we show that it is possible to obtain flat rimtatcurves for galaxies, [and consistency with] Solar Systests,
as in the so-called "Chameleon Approach”. In fact, the peeipl velocityv., is shown to be expressed as = 1 VM, so that the
Tully-Fisher relation is recovered.

Conclusions. The results point out the possibility of achieving alteivetheories of gravity in which exotic ingredients like Hanat-
ter and dark energy are not necessary, while their coaeiaegt astrophysical and cosmologicfikets can be related to a geometric
origin.
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1. Introduction due to the modifications of the gravitational potential i th

) ) ) low energy limit. Such a corrected potential reduces to the
Alternative theories of gravity (Peebles‘ and Ratra_(2003jewtonian one at the Solar System scale and could afeo o
Padmanabhan (2003); Copeland et al. (2006)) are increasjfg possibility of fitting galaxy rotation curves and galatys-
as possible suitable alternatives to dark energy and datk mgy potentials without the need for large amounts of darkenat
ter. Although theACDM model is dected by many theoretical (capozziello et al[(2004); Milgrom (1983), BekenstéinG2)
shortcomings (Carroll et al. (1992)), and, in general, dak Capozziello et al.[(2006); Capozziello et &l. (2007); Sdbou
ergy models are mainly based on the implicit assumption th@pg7); Frigerio Martins and Salucci (2007); Mendoza and
Einstein’s General Relativity (GR) is the correct theongadv-  Rosas-Guevard (2007); Capozziello et al._(2008a)). Howeve
ity. But the validity of GR both on large astrophysical ané<o extending the gravitational Lagrangian may give rise to ynan
mological scales still remains to be accurately tested €sg€ problems. These theories may have instabilities (Far 200%);
Will (2006)), and there is still enough room to propose d'flgtognola and Zerbin( (2006); Cognola et al. (2007)), ghibst-|
ferent theoretical schemes. Ainimal alternative choice could phepavior (Stelle (1978)), and they still need to be matchigd w
be to take into account generic functiofigk) of the Ricci  gata from the low energy limit experiments that are well unde
scalar curvaturek. The task for these extended theories is tgyg0d by GR.
fit the astrophysical data without adding exotic dark inggats In summary. adopting(R)-aravity leads to interesting re-
(Kleinert and Schmidt (2002); Capozziello (2002); Capeliai 15 first of aI)I/’at cogmogfo(gi)cgl andygalactic scales, éfge?lp
et al. (2003a); Odintsov and Nojri (200.3); Capozziello '?t. 8to now, it has not been possible to select anly theory (or class
(2003b); Carroll et al.[(2004); Allemandi et al. (2004); NOj ¢ theories) good at all scales. There has been much workion th
and Odintsov|(2004); Cognola et al. (2005); Capozziello anganozziello et all(2005); Hu and Sawicki (2007); Starskin
Francaviglia|(2008)). . _ _(2007); Nojiri and Odintsov (2007)), but all the approaches

In such a context, these higher order theories have obtaifigdeed phenomenological and are not based on a fundamental

considerable attention in cosmology, since they seem t& WQipnservation or invariance principle of the theory.
well both in thellate and in the early universe (see qudzml In this paper, we propose a specific expression of the func-
(2002); _Cap022|ello et al. (2003a); Odintsov and No_urlG_}Em tion £(R) of the Ricci scalar curvaturg, namelfl £(R) = —| -
Capozziello et al..(2003b); Carroll et al. (2004); Allemaed pi3/2" \yhich comes from the need for the existence of a Noether
al. (2004); Nojiri and Odintsov_(2004); Cognola et al. (2005 gy mmetry forf(R) cosmological models (de Ritis et &l (1990);
Capozziello and Francaviglia (2008)). Itis also possibletiow can077ielio et all(2008b)). The cosmological solutionshe t
that f(R) theories can play a major role at astrophysical scalgsinstein field equations related to such a choicefig) have

been analyzed in Capozziello et al. (2008b), and it turnead ou

* capozziello@na.infn.it
** ester@na.infn.it L where the combination of minus signs is only due to our conven
*** rubano@na.infn.it tions, since we start from the metrie ¢ ++) and we obtairR < 0 and
T scud@na.infn.it G.r=-1/1".
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that this model admits a dust-dominated decelerated pbase,due to the dferent starting equations. We thus set:
fore a late time accelerated phase, as needed by the olisealat ) ) 5 2,2 )
data. Here, we study the low energy limit of such a solutian, i ds? = B(r)di* — A(r)dr® - r*(d6? — sin6d¢?), )
the case of a point-like source. We consider the Schwatgschi . , . .
like spherically symmetric metric in such a way that, in theak erlé%(e% %?ggg%?g@ggg;;ggz to be determined through the
f|e_ld I|r_n|t, the Newtonian potential is modified by addmg @HO Itis important to observe that, as the angular coordinates a
arithmic term. A similar treatment has been proposed in Bnbodimensionless we also use a dimensionless distance sodha
(2007), where instead the starting point consists of intoitg a have: ' '
specific hypothesis on the metric and thereby deducing time fo ' _ 3
of f(R) (resulting in a power-law), so fitting observational data r=pirs, (3)
on speeds of peripheral stars in spiral galaxies, as firstrteph wherep is the physical radius and is a suitable scale. The
in Sanders and McGough (2002) and then selected in Sobathbice of this scale is a delicate point: we could decide &ais
(2007). Unfortunately, this procedure leads to a very gacul universal scale or one that is specific for the particularagion.
choice off(R). It contains parameters which must be adjusted ®his second choice does ndfect the universal character of our
the mass of the gravitational source. Therefgi®) cannot be Action, but the situation will become clearer in the folloyi
universal. Proceeding in this way, all quantities are dimensionless, i
Here, we find results that are very similar to those in Sobowfiuding R and the result for velocities. In order to restore the
(2007) from the observational point of view, but do not exhibappropriate dimensions, we should therefore multiply byjan
the above problems. In this preliminary work, we only coesid propriate fundamental Action, i.e. some numerical mudtipf
the weak field generated by a point-like source. Clearlynghr 7. As we are in vacuum, this clearly does ndieat the equa-
ing a whole galaxy (or cluster) to a point is a very crude apions and their solution. On the other hand, this constaof is
proximation. Our aim, therefore, is to show that the model caourse not irrelevant and has an influence on the coupliny wit
nonetheless work, without trying to obtain a strict cor@sp the test particle (peripheral star or other object). In agecthis
dence with observations. arbitrariness will be resolved by restoring the physicatsum
The treatment of point-like source f(R) theories is non- an appropriate way when defining the observational objewls a
trivial and, in a sense, can be considered an ill posed pmabldixing the constan€; (see below), with the prescription that we
The reason is that we cannot disregard the properties ofxthe should obtain ordinary Newtonian gravity at small scales.
tended object that is generating the field. Unlike what hapje In a weak field, of course, the functiod¢r) and B(r) are
GR, the choice of the integration constants is not necégsasri practically identified by means of their corrections to wiat
dependent of its peculiarities, like density, equationtafesetc. expect in the Newtonian case for astrophysical situatibirst
We should therefore solve the equations for the inner matrit trying to understand how we can modify the Newtonian poten-
then match with the exterior. This procedure is valid forax sttial, we write the first function ag(r) = 1 — 2ey(r)/r + O(€?),
but much less meaningful for a galaxy. In any case, we do n@heree is a suitable small parameter. Analogously, we also as-
expect to have a full prediction of their functional depemti2  sumeA(r) = 1 + 2ex(r)/r + O(€?). Being in a weak fieldy
In fact, also in standard GR the linear dependence on massafnot extend to infinity, but we must havey@)/r < 1 and
the constant is obtained only from théservational link with ~ 2ex(r)/r < 1.

Newtonian gravity. This link with observations is preciselhat We can obtain our results dependingmas for instance:
is lacking in the case of stars, and is only preliminarilydstu , ,

ied here. Therefore, in the following we retain the assuampti R() = €(4x'(r) + 2ry"(r)) + 0(d) (4)
of point-like source, dedicating Sec. 6 to a deeper disongsi r2 ’

this point.

. _ : .. where prime denotes a derivative with respeat tib is also:
There is another limit of the analysis presented here, liying P P

the weak field approximation assumed from the beginning. The ey (r)

. . . . R _ Y 18] 2 5
asymptotic Minkowskyian behavior cannot recovered andstmo u(r) = Y +0(€%) . ®)
of all, does not shed light on the singularities of the metitic ) ) o
is therefore not possible to say what are the modificatiores of ~ To write equations, we have to vary the Acti®mvith respect
black hole so generated. to the metric tensor, always remembering that we are stgdyin

In Sect. 2, we work out the basic equations of our model, ad@Proximate situation. We also need to note that
in Sect. 3 we study peripheral speeds in spirals. In Sected, w

discuss some tests in the Solar System and, in Sect. 5, we com- af _ 3 \/_ 4x'(r) + 2ry"(r) Ve + 0(2) (©)
ment on gravitational lensing and MOND. In Sect. 6 the connec drR 2 r2 '
tion between the law for a pontlike source and an extendey bO.Ph " tion is-
is briefly discussed. In Sect. 7, we give our conclusions. € master equation is:

. . ﬁ(%—R)+}f=O, (7)
2. Weak field approximation dR \ gu 2
Our theory of gravity is determined by the Action: that is:

1 ——ZX/:ZWN (-8« + 5ry”)
- = —o 74 0= (8)
1 9
5= [ r@ =gy, ) =
whereR is the Ricci scalar and we defif¢r) = —| — R|*/2. while the trace equation is given by:
As said above, we consider a static, spherically symmetric ) f

metric, which will differ from the standard Schwarzschild form, 30R" + R 2f =0, 9)

-
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which is equivalent to: that the quantity under the square root is dimensionlessdwve
just the dimensions by means of the light speed@his will fix
(9 Ve (4x"2 +y"2 -8 X" = 8xy" +r3y"? + 4x"(y" + ry"”) + the numerical values of the constants:

_ s (4) _ ’” 2 " (4) dd
Arx’y 2ry"(2x" +y"" +ry ))) X W(r) =c /_rd_ _
r

-1
2¢ + 1y’ 3/2
Al T 3/2y _
X[4\/§r ( 72 ) +0(e7) = 0. (10) c \/—Czr(a+ V1+a?) +r(3+r(-a+ V1+a?)+12C;
2 3r '
Neglecting higher order terms and dividing the master equa- (16)

tion by €2 and the trace equation key’2, we finally find _ _ _ _ _
y q Y y The comparison with the Newtonian case is obtained when

pr— C, = 0. The value ofC3 has to beC; = % On the other hand,
1 /——2(—8x’ +5ry”) =0, (11) to get increasing velocities we ne€d to be negative, and we
r defineC, = —vg?B/c?. Definingvg = VI2GM]/r,, we can then
4x//2 + y//2 —8¢x" — 8xly/// + rZyn/Z + 4xn(y// + ryln)_ rewritey = v(r):
Arx'y® = 2ry" (2x" +y" + ry®) = 0. (12)
1+8r@Bl@+ V1+a?) +r(3+ r(—a + V1+a?)))
Such equations appear onlyfiitiult to handle, since Eq.{IL1) can v(r) = vo 12r ’
be algebraically solved for (r) in terms ofy” (r). Discarding the (17)
solution that removes the denominator in Eq. (2.10), wels® t with o« andg being dimensionless constants. Another (dimen-
left with sional) constant is hidden in = p/r,. As said in Sec. 1, the
x'(r) = (5/8)ry"(r). (13) value of these constants should be linked to the inner paeuli

o ] ] ) o ities of the body. Here, we try a much simpler procedure, and,
Substitution of this expression and its derivatives in B&)( by means of suitable guesses, try to see if there is a conmenie

leads to the general exact solution: choice that reproduces the observations. The formulafidineo
solution so as to have dimensionless quantities was vepyjuiel
() = }Cﬂz +Cs+ Car — }Czr cos(Z1)+ The_firs_t _assumption i® > 1 which clearly is arbitrary and
4 4 can be justified only: posteriori.

Whena > 1, the expression under the square root reduces
to (1/12)1 + (1/4)8r + (1/2)aB. In fact, we find a correction
of what is usually expected in the Newtonian case, sincetsie fi
term is the Keplerian one, the third gives a constant spewatl, a
1 _ the second must stay small. The reason is that, as said abeve,
2 iCorsin(2Cy)logr, (14) must keep 2(r)/r < 1. This means that, evendf > 1, 8 must
be small. However, it cannot simply be set to zero, for thisildo
whereCy, Cz, Cs, andC, are arbitrary (complex) constants. Ifalso remove the other correction term.

1 1
ﬁCZrS cos(Xy) + 262" cos(Z1) logr +

1, . 1, )
2l Corsin(2Cy) + +51 Cor3 sin(2C1)-

we limit ourselves to considering,, Cs, andC, as real con- ~_ The second assumption is therefore thabeing so small
stants, we can understand that posing k2= i« and thus With respect tax, we can safely neglect the increasing term. A
cos(Z1) = V1+ a2 (with @ € R) makesy(r) real: rough estimate of the relevant correction term for a galaxy i
1 1 _ ol 1
y(r) = Zczrz + ﬁcz(—a + V1+a2)r + Ca+ Veons = V0| 508 = 231+/aB km s (18)

}r(_(cza + CoVI+ a2 - 4Ca)+ (where we have considerad = 10'°M,, r, = 5K pc, andG =

4 Gy), indicating thatyap =~ 1.

Cola + Vit a?)logr). (15) Being dimensionless quantities, and 8 can be universal

numbers or arbitrary functions 6fM/(c?r,), i.e. the only num-
Here, the constant, is multiplied byr and, since the potential ber we can form with the physical quantities at our dispd3al.
is obtained fromy(r)/r, it gives rise to a constant term. So, wéhis is true only in the point-like source model. Another dimn
can selC, = 0 in the following. On the other hand, the presencgionless quantity that can be considered for an extendegibod
of a term giving the Newtonian potential explicitly depermts Of course its radius, again divided by and many others.

C3, which then needs to be nonzero. The third third assumption is thus that we consideand
From now ong will be incorporated into the integration con-8 Slowly varying with respect to these kinds of parameters. In
stants without any loss of generality. other words, we expect aftirence to appear only when a very

large change of scale is considered, e.g. passing from tlaysa
to the Solar System, which is discussed in Sec. 6.
3. Peripheral speeds The scale radius,, having only the function of fixing the
units, can be chosen arbitrarily and we set it as a multiple of
We are now in a position to study how the speed of a test stie Schwarzschild radius, = KGM/c?, K being an unspecified
behaves at the periphery opaintlike galaxy in our model (i.e. positive (large) number (iX is kept fixed, them, is chosen ac-
at large distances from a point source of great mass), onige itording to the first issue (see above); if, on the contrarywamt
subjected to the dimensionless potentidl) = y(T’) We write r, to be specific, we may suitably adjust the valu&ofle shall
the speed of a generic test star in this potential. Rememberingee that this makes noftérence).
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We thus get: 2501

6c2 GM 3
vip)~ B GM B
K p  K2GM

that is, a constant term and a Keplerian one, plus one increas

ing contribution which can be neglected foffisciently smallg

andp. This shows that the relevant parameter is the combiné—

tion a3/K, while 33/K? must be negligible. We have thus re- 100

duced our problem to the determination of a unique parameter

C = af/K. We want however to stress that this simplification

is due to the above assumptions. Moreover, it is clear that as

sumption three is more appropriately appliedtinstead of its ]

separate elements. obe o v
Any attempt to modify the Newtonian law, on the Galactic 0 5 10 15 20

scale, has to cope with the justification of the Tully-Fisber- M

pirical relation. This obliges one to set the parametershef t

modified part as depending on the mass of the source, which

is impossible if one starts from a universal modification.tBe Fig. 1. Fit of Eq. (Z1) versus data in Sanders and McGough

contrary, it is appropriate here, where the parametersmee s(2002) as selected in Soboduti (2007). On thaxis, masses of

cific to the problem. This is indeed a very good feature of oltminous matter in units of 8, peripheral speeds fan s~

approach. Moreover, we have complete freedom in the choighey-axis. Error bars are notindicated as they are not reported

of the dependance. A reasonable assumption is to‘set% in the reference papers. It is not crucial, since we are disng

proportional to some power of the mass M, made dimensiopPly & preliminary estimate of the parameters.

less by dividing by a suitable reference mass. Thus, we define

AM! = 3aB/K, wheren is a pure number andf; is referred to law like v2(p) ~ (1/2)c2Mf/l + GM]p can be used properly at

0 . : ;
10'°Mo. (Such a definition oft is the same as the one for thesych diferent scales, with the same values for the parameters.

parametew in Sobouti (2007). ] Possible arguments against this are:
If we neglect the term linear ip, we find:

(29) 200;

150}

1 — The power law guess may be not the right one. It could in-
V2(0) ~ =AM+ — (20) deed be more complicated and shateets at small scales.
2 p — We do not know whether > 1 at the Solar System level or

which coincides with the relevant part of the expressiomtbu ~ Not.

in Sobouti (2007). On the other hand, the constant term can be The parameters used for the Solar System tests are those used
written as: for galaxies, and they are already roughly estimated there.

n/2 N — The values used fa& andM,, are the standard ones, which
Veonst = 211985 My> VA km s7*. (21) is not certain, since they are estimated within the Newtonia

framework.

A determination oft andn can be found by fitting this formula X .
to the data on flat rotation curves from Sanders and McGough H;ete?ﬁ:litrscglfathe planets around the Sun are only approxi-

(2002) as in Sobouti (2007), where a data list of 31 spiradsiis h | . bod h b

ably selected and reported, including radii, total massggnp- ~ The Solar System is a many body system, where perturba-

totic orbital speeds, and velocity curves for each of thasexg tions should be accurately taken into account. (The obderve
deviations from Kepler's laws are in fact explained by the

ies. The fit is made with a non-linear regression algorithih, an ) ¢ bat induced by other bl
as expected, we obtain the same result, as illustrated inlFig ~ €XiStence of perturbations induced by other planets.)

. — The passage from a pointlike source to an extended one is not
We obtain: - . X . .
trivial, as said above. This point seems the most important
n=049+002 1=(31+0.1)-107, (22) and is treated specifically below.
compatible withn = 0.5 at Io~. This yields: If we use Eq.[(2D) for the calculation of the Earth’s orbital
b oo MY 23) speed, we findz,.;, = 29.8km s~, with an error of~ 1.4 %,

which is clearly large at this level.

which is the phenomenological Tully-Fisher relation. Werdna _ In the Solar System we can also test Kepler’s third law
thus proved that even in this crude model the flatness of tlae ro'2/p® = Co (with T the period and’y a constant), where:

tion curves can be obtained (a more detailed verificationldvou

. X - 2.2
require to treat the galaxy as an extended object); the inateed T2 = Arp (24)
question to answer is now the validity of the theory at theaBol Vplanet®

System level.

and if we use e’ = GMo/p, thenCo = 4n2/(GM,). When

we instead use Ed.(R0) fof;....%, we find a non-constant result:
4. Solar System tests ) 10

3 472
" GMo+15-107c2My5p

4.1. Kepler's law C(p) (25)

We now use the result of the above section for in the Solar

System, with the slight simplification = 1/2. This is a ma- The observed values @f, and those obtained from Eq.{25) for
jor extrapolation, as nothing guarantees that a semi-érapir Solar System planets are plotted in Fig. 2 against the sejmima
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- Sec. 5 this problem will be addressed by the introduction of a
i - "Chameleon” mechanism.
2.951 :
i - 5. Other tests
2.94- :
6’ I - Still fixing, for simplicity, » = 1/2, we also seK = 1 as it intro-
% ) 93i . - duces a constant term in the potential, which is clearlyguant.
— . r T
292i - 5.1. Gravitational lensing
T ° - Because itis intimately related to the underlying theorgaiv-
) 91: ~ ity in its Einstein formulation, modifying the Lagrangiahtbe

gravitational field alsoféects the theory of gravitational lensing.
We therefore investigate how gravitational lensing workshie
framework of higher order theories of gravity. On the onedhan
one has to verify that the phenomenology of gravitationasie

Fig. 2. Comparison between the values of the obse@gsifor INg is preserved in order to not contradict those obsermatio
the planets of the Solar System and what is obtained throggh Fesults that do agree with the predictions of theidard theory
(@5). x-axis: the semi-major axgs of the planet orbits in the Of lensing. On the other hand, it is worth exploring whetheriel
Solar System (iU units); y-axis: the observed values 6§ ations from classical results of the main lensing quarstitieuld

(points) and the values of (o) computed from EqL{25)iue). be detected and work as clear signatures of a modified theory
of gravity. As a first step towards such an ambitious taske her

) o o we investigate how modifying gravityficts the gravitational
axes of the planet orbits. The deviation from observationasle |ensing in the case of a point-like lens.

evident by the absence of the downwards trend, which isadste  |ndeed, the basic assumption in deriving the lens equagion i
obtained from Eq[(25). However, this is not a conclusivaiargthat the gravitational field is weak and stationary. In thises
ment, as the trend could be altered by the complicafied®s of the spacetime metric reads:

the many body system.

ds® = (1 + z—f)czdtz (28)
4.2. PPN parameter ¢
where® is the gravitational potential and, as usual, we have ne-
aglected the gravitomagnetic term. Since light rays movalo
the geodetics of the metric in Eq._{28), the lens equation may
be simply derived by solvings?> = 0. Such a derivation holds
r%ilatever the theory of gravity is, provided that one cahwtite

X , L g. (28) in the approximation of weak and stationary fields. A
Since we have developed our weak field approximation o fundamental consequence, the lensing deflection andlbevil

up to the first order, there is some doubt about the applitabil _. : : o
. o P given by the same formal expression found in general rétativ
of the formalism. We have a modification of thé-) function in (Schneider et al[ (1992): Petters et al. (2001))

the metric via the function(r) # 1, so that we may set:

In the study of modified (with respect to GR) approaches te-gr
itational physics, it is usual to ask which are the new vafoes
the PPN parameters, in particular of the mostimportant artt s
ied y, which must be very near to 1 in the Solar System (a
exactly 1in GR).

2
B . 5P \M;, @= fVL‘Ddl, (29)
7—x(r)—1—74GM P, (26) |
finding i V. =V-2@V) (30)
I : =V -e¢(eV),
Yearts = 0.999. (27) .

wherec'is the spatial vectBrtangent to the direction of the light
Thus,y turns outto l?e 1upto 18, whi_ch is in.deed still far from ray andd! = \/W is the Euclidean line element. The in-
the 10°° approximation of the Cassini experiment. Moreover, WRgral in EqI[ZD) should be performed along the light ray tra
are not able to obtain other parameters, due to the “”emme\fectory which isa priori unknown. However, for weak gravita-

opment ine of the metric. tional fields and small deflection angles, one may integlatega

The reason why we do not use the conformal transformatigfls |nperturbed direction. In this case, we may set theiposit
to pass to Einstein frame is that the equivalence can benldiséi along the light ray as:

case of the weak field approximation due to the fact thétry-
fourth-order theory has fierent gauge conditions in this limit r=¢£+1e, (31)
with respect to a second-order Einstein theory plus a stialdy
which could lead to unphysical results. For a detailed dismn
of this point see Capozziello et al (2007b). In order to avbis,
we adopted the Jordan frame for all calculations.

We obtain a value foy which is not the same throughou
the Solar System. On the other hand, the numerical codes that 26 (™ (1dq))dl

with £ orthogonal to the light ray.

Assuming the potential only depending or= |r| = (£2 +
12)Y/2 (as for a point-like or a spherically symmetric lens), the
tdeflection angle reduces to

give an estimate of the PPN parameters are based on constant @ = 2 e (32)
values. A precise computation should instead take thisifeat
into account. We conclude that the transport of the cowacti 2 Here, quantities in boldface are vectors, while the versitirbe

as it is at the Solar System level seems to be unsatisfad¢torydenoted by an over - hat.

—00
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where we have assumed that the geometric optics approxima-The point-like lens equation férs from the standard gen-
tion holds, the light rays are paraxial and propagate frdinite  eral relativistic one for the second term(36). Should tbisnt
distance. Ed.(32) allows us to evaluate the deflection apgte be negligible, all the usual results of gravitational legsare re-
vided that the source mass distribution and the theory afityra covered. It is therefore interesting to investigate in dlétav the
have been assigned, so that one may determine the gravithti@orrective term fiects the estimate of observable related quanti-
potential. Here, we consider only the case of the pointibke. ties since, should they be detectable, they could repressigt
Note that, although being the simplest one, the point-kkeslis nature ofR*? gravity. Since we are considering the pointlike
the standard approximation for stellar lenses in microtenap- lens, a typical lensing system is represented by a compact ob
plications (e.g. see Schneider et al. (1992)). Moreovecesin  ject (both visible or not) in the Galaxy halo acting as a leors f
the weak field limite is an additive quantity, the deflection anglehe light rays coming from a stellar source in an externaxggal

for an extended lens may be computed integrating the piiat-I like the Magellanic Clouds (LMC and SMC) or Andromeda. Itis
result weighted by the deflector surface mass distributimen easy to show that, in such a configuration, the standardetinst
the approximation of a thin lens (i.e., the mass distribuga- anglefzcr and the image angular separation are of the order
tends over a scale that is far smaller than the distancessbatwof a few x107° arcsec, so that we are in the regime known as
observer, lens and source) (Schneider et al. (1992)). Ghen microlensing (see Mollerach and Roulet (2002)).

symmetry of the problem, it is clear that we may deal with the In thestandard case the lens equation may be solved analyt-
magnitude of the deflection angle and of the other quantitiesically and one gets two images with positions given by

interest rather than with vectors.

In the approximation of small deflection angles, simple geo- s cr = 1 (ﬂsi [92 + 4) ) (39)
metrical considerations allow us to write the lens equadi®n B 2 ’
D In the current case, the the lens equation may be convepientl
-0, = D.Y (33)  written as
s ) Dy, 2nA
which gives the positio in the lens plane of the images of the -9, - 1= D, 6ox VM1, (40)

source situated at the positiépon the source plaeNote that ) o
the lens and the source planes are defined as the planes-ortMé ¥ = 6/6zcr and we have define@: gx as theEinstein an-
onal to the optical axis, which is the line joining the obsarv &le, Which in the general relativity case is given by

and the center of the lens. Here and in the followibg,D;, D;,

are the observer - lens, observer - source, and lens - soogee a 0 _ [AGmDy, 41
lar diameter distances, respectively. In order to evaltiaele- EGR =\ ¢2D,D, (41)
flection angle, we need an explicit expression for the gaavit

tional potentiakb generated by a pointlike mass. In our case the We still get two images on the opposite sides of the lens, with
modified dimensional Newtonian potential, dropping unimpoone image lying inside and the other one outside the Einstein

tant constant terms and with the above assumptions, is: ring. The geometric configuration is therefore the same #sein
GM 2 standard case, but the positions are slightly changed rithgéas
® = 2= — 2¢21/M; log (CC;_AZ) , (34) positions are given by
P
. . : 1
where we should remember thaf; is measured in units of > (A + s AJA+(A+ wf) , (42)
109\,
The first term yields, of course, the usual deviation: with A = 27 My 2.
6o = AGM (35) To quantify thisE'?éesct, we evaluate the percentage deviation
0= &2’ relative to the Einstein cas@; = 1/2(A + V4 + Az), which dif-

where¢ is the angular impact radius. Computing the integré@rs fromézcr.
L;m V. ®dl leads to the additional deviation
5.2. Equivalence with MOND

01 = 2nA My, (36) _ )
S . Following Soboutil(2007), we want now to show that our model
which is independent af. Now, in the case of the Sun we get ig efectively equivalent to the well known MOND theory (see
6o~ 85x10%ad ; &y~ 1.7x 10 rad, (37) Milgrom (1983); Bekensteiri (2004)), which postulates a fod

S ) fication of Newtonian dynamics:
so that the correction is irrelevant. On the other hand,érctse

of a galaxy, assumingf; = 1 andé¢ = 10K pc, we get
S0~ 1.9x10%ad ; 61~ 1.7x10°rad, (38)

so that the correction now dominates and induces an ovexasti Whereu(x) is a suitable function, subject to the conditions:
tion of the mass, if the deviation is instead attributed mukual

F=ma,u(a), (43)

ao

wayl ux)=1(x>>1) ; wux)—0(x—-0). (44)
3 Both# andé, are measured in angular units and could be redefinévoliS the usual gravitational forcé = GM/p, \_/v_hile o is_ a uni.-
asé = £/D, andé, = n/D, with & andn in linear units. versal parameter, that regulates the transition and imattd

4 Here, we limit ourselves to observing that, of course, theac PY means of a number of comparisons with observations, with a
computation should be much more complicated, not only teeai Valueao ~ 1.2 x 10719 my/s”. However, the theory does not say

the fact that a galaxy is an extended object, but also beaafuee anything about the form of the functigr(x), which is highly
necessity to recompute the cosmological angular diamétemtes degenerate.
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In our case, we have that the asymptotically constant perighere,m is the mass of the star, is a scale radius, andm) is
eral velocityv., can be inserted into the formula for the cena function of the mass to be determined. Since we consider all

tripetal acceleration stars as being equal,is "universal” and depends on the mass
V2, only.
a= ? ’ (45) The situation is very dierent for a spiral galaxy, first, be-
) o ) cause it is not spherical and second because it is not a centin
so that using our expression in Eql 20 foy, we obtain ous distribution of mass. Thus, the correct procedure woeili
start from a metric with cylindrical symmetry, and to solhet
2ap = A2 M N 2GM (46) resul_ting fourth or_der equations. A very rough attempt wloul
100M,, p consist of computing the force acting on a test particle tiear

edge of the disk, by considering the galaxy as made up of, say,
from which we can extrack and insert it into the expression10'° stars like the Sun,w(ithout either bulge or intergalactic
of u = u(a). (Of course, the MOND force should now be interdust, which is indeed very crude), and adding the forces.

preted as anféective one.) The force acting on a unit mass test particle is therefore
There are two solutions, and we therefore obtain the func-
tions: poGm p(m) 52
: = -+ B (52)
p p

8aG x 10'%M, + 2c* + Ac? /164G x 100M,, + A2c4
8aG x 1010M,

ux(a/ag) = Let the test particle be situated on the x-axis, for instance

47) (and of course on the galactic plan®),be the radius of the

Afirstimportant remark is thatis indeed independentofthediSk’ andN the number of stars. The first term gives the usual

source mass as well as of distance, and it is therefore waiver \eWionian force, so that we only have to sum the correction.
as requested. By comparison with the asymptotic limits,hen ¢Due to the non linearity of the de_pendenc_e on the mass, .th's IS
other hand, we have to chogseand get ' not a straightforward task. We give here just a rough esémat

(a more precise computation can be made and gives the same

2264 answer).
a0 = =0, - (48) Because of the symmetry, the total force is clearly directed
4G x 10'9M,
towards the center, so that we need to compute only the x com-
From the MOND estimate afy we then find ponent. The correction is
1=28-10", (49)

N
sF=> £ o) (53)
in very good agreement with the result extracted from thevabo =1 Fi
fit.

The great advantage of this formulation is that we obtain t
universal function:

ﬁ)éjt, since O< p; < R and 0< cos@;) < 1, we may substitute a
mean value and write

N

1+2x— VI+4x _ N\ Hm) L u(m)
() = T2 A (50) OF = DT =N (54
which can be tested. wherey is a number of order 1. From the above discussion, on

the other hand, we have seen that a good empirical expression

6. Point-like and extended bodies for a galaxy is given by

As discussed in previous sections, considering the caoret SF = A VNm (55)
to the potential from galaxies to Solar System scales, wvhi¢h t R

same values of parameters, is rather unsatisfactory. Here Where
want to discuss possible explanations and take into ac@ismt
extended bodies.

« is the same as the used before, but in appropriate
units. Comparing the two expressions we get

First, both the Sun and a galaxy are not point-like sources. AL VNm A m
In the case of the Sun, however, assuming spherical symmetry u(m) = N . (56)
and neglecting as usual the rotational contribution, we stifly X x VN
use the rotational invariant form of the metric in Hg. (2) efd Remembering thag ~ 1, we see that the force law for the

are important dterences if the source is not point-like: other elgyp js the same that we used for a galdxy,with a coefficient
ements may enter in the computation of the integration @mst ;. ;1\ 4 fucior ~ VN. In other words, the suppression of
for instance the radius of the object. The correct treatrwendd : : '

X . A , the correction acts in a twofold manner, because of the wsvy |
be to solve for the internal metric and join it smoothly wittet ass of the Sun compared to a galaxy, and because it is a sin-
ext(?rnal one, so as to take g:are_of the change in density vL\l/%qB "almost point-like” object, instead of’a compound onbeT
radius. A r_easonable approximation WOUld.be to assume a nsequence is that all the numerical values of the locts tes
form density, so that only radius could be involved. Moreapv resented above should be lowered by a fastdt0™>. In this
we may consider for the moment all stars as being equal to '

) ; . e, the approach works very well.
_Sun, so that the correction to the potential can be exprexgsd The main problem of this argument lies not so much in the
in terms of the mass

rough estimate gf, but in the fact that the number of stars is not
m the same for all galaxies, and that the stars may be véigrent
®= 3 + p(m) log(o/rs) (51) in mass and size. A more satisfactory computation should be
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done starting from Ed.(52), with a reasonable guessufor)
(may beu(m, r, ...)), and computing the rotation curves with the
right distribution of luminous matter and number of starkisT
is not a simple task and is postponed to future work.

7. Concluding remarks

Starting from a reasonably simplR) model for gravity, we
have shown that it is possible to obtain promising astrojalays
results, which do not require dark matter. What is most impor
tant is the fact that, with the same model, it appears passibl
do the same also at a cosmological level, where exact snhitio
have been discussed preliminarily in Capozziello et al0gey).

Of course, much work has still to be done on both scales. The
work here is only indicative of the concrete possibility eft-
ing a specific/(R) model of gravity on astrophysical grounds.
For cosmology, at least the structure formation and the cesm
logical microwave background radiation spectrum must Isél
investigated. On local astrophysical scales, on the othadh
more realistic models for objects like galaxies, for exaanpre
necessary.
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