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A bstract W hile tested to a high levelofaccuracy in the Solar system , general
relativity is under the spotlight of both theoreticians and observers on larger
scales, m ainly because ofthe need to introduce dark m atter and dark energy in
the cosn ologicalm odel. T his text review s the m ain tests of general relativity
focusing on the large scale structure and m ore particularly weak lensing. T he
com plem entarity w ith other tests (including those on Solar system scales and
the equivalence principle) is discussed.
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1 Introduction

G ravitational lensing is historically bound to the developm ents of generalrela—
tivity (GR) and,m ore generally, ofthe theories ofgraviation.Sioce the end of
the 18th century, i was thought that light can be de ected by a gravitational
eld, n particular w ith the works of G eorg von Soldner that postulated that
light m ust behave as any other particle or ofR obert B lair, John M itchell and
P jerre Sin on de Laplace (see Ref. [Il] or an historical discussion).
T he de ection of light by any m assive body is a central prediction ofGR .
In particular, the cbservationsofthe de ection of light em itted by distant stars
by the Sun during the Solar eclipse on the 29th M ay 1919 by the expeditions
led by Eddington and Cottingham on P rincipe island and by D avidson and
Cromm elin In the N ordeste region of B rasil is alw ays considered as an exper—
Inentalcon m ation of the predictions of GR . Indeed, if such an observation
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was a test of GR, i is only because the m ass of the Sun was supposed to
be welldeterm ined at the tim e. O n the one hand, the light de ection anglk
predicted by GR is
_ 4GM

GR T T2
where G isthe Newton constant,M the Solarm ass, b the in pact param eter
and c the speed of light, whilke, on the other hand, the dynam ics of m assive
bodies, such asplanets, are In an extrem ely good approxin ation still given by
Keplr thid law,

where P is the period of the orbi and a is sem im apr axis. M easuring
and b on one side and P and a on the other gives two estin ates ofGM
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that needs, given the error bars, to be consistent. T his illistrates that lensing
alone does not allow to construct a test of the theory of gravity but that we
need to check the consistency betw een various predictions such as lensing and
dynam ics ofm assive bodies.

Today, graviy, ie.the only long range force that cannot be screened, isde—
scribbed by GR in which it isthe consequence ofthe geom etry ofthe spacetin e.
G eneral relativity is consistent w ith all precision experin ental tests available
but m ost of these tests are restricted to the Solar system or to our G alaxy,
so that they are only local. By considering astrophysical system s, we can ex—
tend the dom ain of validity of GR at large distance, low acceleration or low
curvature. In particular, m ost atttem pts to construct a quantum theory of
graviy or to unify it with other interactions predict the existence of partners
to the gravion, ie. extra elds contrbuting to a long range force, and thus
to gravity (eg.this this the case In all extra-din ensional theories w here som e
com ponents of the extra-din ensionalpart ofthe m etric behave as scalar elds
from a 4-dim ensional point of view ; string theory also predicts the existence
of a scalar eld, the dilaton, In the graviton supem ultiplet). It follow s that
deviation from GR [2] are expected but in m any cases (such as scalartensor
theories), the theory can be dynam ically attracted toward GR so that cosm ol
ogy can set sharper constraints than those obtained locally.

An other reason to test GR In these regim es is related to our current cos—
m ologicalm odel. Thism odel, which is consistent w ith aln ost allastrophysical
data requiresthe addition ofboth dark m atter (@ uid w ith negligble pressure
that does not interact w ith standard m atter) and dark energy (@ uid wih a
negative pressure), which represent, respectively 23% and 72% ofthe m atter
content of the universe. T he need for these two com ponents arises from the
study of the dynam ics of clusters, galaxies, large scale structures and of the
coam ic expansion under the assum ption that GR holdson astrophysicalscales.
T his conclusion hasbeen challenged by Invoking possble m odi cations ofGR



either in a low acceleration regin e to explain the galaxy rotation curves and
cluster dynam ics w ithout Introducing dark m atter and at large distance to
account for the late tin e acceleration of the coam ic expansion.

In conclusion, the possbility to sharpen our understanding of the validiy
of GR from astrophysical data and the need to understand the properties of
dark energy and dark m atter, which are tied to the validiy of GR, are our
two driving m otivations. The m ain di culy is that, on astrophysical scales,
m ost observations entangle the properties of graviyy, m atter, as well as other
hypothesis such as the C opemican principl.

The bottom line of the construction of these tests is sinple. Once GR is
assum ed valid, it describes the dynam icsofthe coam ic expansion, the grow th of
large scale structures, the propagation of light etc... so that m any cbservables
are not Independent. Such observables can be used to construct consistency
relations. Any sign of a violation of these relations w ill indicate the need to
extend our description of gravity, but w ill not indicate us how . For instance,
In the oversin pli ed Solar system exam ple described above, we want the two
estin atesofGM  to agree that iswem ust have

bc? 2 a
4 P

= 0: 1)

This is a relation between observable quantities (o; ;P;a) that has to be
satis ed. Actually, it was rst proposed in Ref. [3] to perform a sin ilar test
on coam ologicalscales using weak lensing and galaxy redshift suveys, followed
by the analysis ofR ef. [4].

The review is organized as ollows. W e start, in x[2, by recalling the m ain
hypothesis on which GR isbased aswellas the standard constraints obtained
In the Solar system . W e also discuss the use of altemative theories and draw
the conclusions of what was leamt In the Solar system for constructing tests
on astrophysical scales. In x[3, we discuss brie y tests on galactic and cluster
scales where the need for dark m atter can be interpreted as the necessity to
modify GR in a low acceleration regin e. Larger scales are considered in x[4]
which focuses on the large scale structure of the universe.

2 R elativity and its Solar system tests
21 General relativity (in brief)

Let us recallthat GR, E instein’s theory of gravity, relies on two Independent
hypothesis.

F irst, the theory restson the E instein equivalence principlk, which includes
the universality of free f2l], the localposition and localLorentz invariances in
itsweak form (as other m etric theories) and is con pctured to satisfy it in is
strong form . W e refer to Ref. [B] for a detailed description of these principles
and their i plications. T he weak equivalence principle can be m athem atically
In plem ented by assum ing that allm atter elds, lncluding gauge bosons, are



m Inin ally coupled to a sihglem etrictensorg .Thism etric de nesthe lengths
and tim esm easured by laboratory rods and clocks so that i can be called the
physicalm etric. This In plies that the action for any m atter eld, say, isof
the form
Sm [ ig It @)
T his so-called m etric coupling ensures In particular the validity of the univer—
sality of freefall.
T hen, the action forthe gravitationalsector isgiven by the E instein-H ibert
action 7
¢ al xp
16 G
where g is a massless spin2 eld called the E instein m etric. The second
hypothesis 0f GR states that both m etrics coincide, ie.

Sgravjty = gR ; 3)

g =9

22 Testing GR

Tt follow s that one can ain at testing both the equivalence principle and the
dynam ical equations that derive from the E instein-H ibert action.

T he assum ption ofm etric coupling iswelltested in the Solarsystem .First it
In plies that allnon-gravitational constants are spacetin e Independent, w hich
have been tested to a very high accuracy in m any physical system s and for
various fundam ental constants [6,7,8//9], eg. at the 10 7 level or the ne
structure constant on tim e scales ranging to 2-4 G yrs. Second, the isotropy
has been tested from the constraint on the possible quadrupolar shift of nu—
clear energy levels [L0,11),12] proving that m atter couples to a unigue m etric
tensor at the 10 27 kvel Third, the universality of free fall of test bodies in
an extermalgravitational el atthe 10 *3 levelin the Jaboratory [13/14]. T he
Lunar Laser ranging experin ent [L5], which com paresthe relative acceleration
of the Earth and M oon In the graviational eld of the Sun, also probe the
strong equivalence principle at the 10 # level. Fourth, the E nstelh e ect (or
graviational redshift) states that two identical clocks located at two di erent
positions in a static New ton potentialU and com pared by m eans of electro—
m agnetic signals shall exhibit a di erence ;n clock ratesof 1+ U1 U, .
Thise ect hasbeen measured at the 2 10 * Jevel [L4].

T he param eterized post-N ew tonian form alisn PPN) is a general form al-
ism that introduces 10 phenom enological param eters to describbe any possi-
ble deviation from GR at the rst postNewtonian order [5]. The formm aliam
assum es that graviy is described by a m etric and that it does not involve
any characteristic scale. In its sin plest form , i reduces to the two Edding—
ton param eters entering the m etric of the Schw artzschild m etric in isotropic
coordinates
6m ) ey 26m C %m
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Thdeed, general relativity predicts FFN = PPN = 1 These two phenom eno-
logical param eters are constrained (1) by the shift of the M ercury perihe-
lion I7]which inpliesthat 2 FFY PPN 19< 3 10 3, ) the Lunar laser
ranging experin ents [[5]which inplies # *FN¥ PPN 39= @44 45) 10 *
and (3) by the de ection of electrom agnetic signals which are all controlled
by FFY  For instance the very long baseline interferom etry [18] in plies that
JEEN  19= 4 10 ? whik the m easurem ent of the tin e delay varation to
the Cassinispacecraft [[9] sets PPN 1= (1 2:3) 10 °.

The PPN form alisn does not allow to test nite range e ects that could
be caused eg. by a m assive degree of freedom . In that case one expects a
Y ukaw a-type deviation from the New ton potential,

. B i

= — 1+ 1 e ™ ;

r
that can be probed by \ fth force" experin ental searches. characterizes
the range of the Yukawa deviation whilke is strength may also Inclide
a oom position-dependence [6]. The constraints on ( ; ) are summ arized in
Ref. 20] which typically shows that < 10 2 on scales rangihg from the
m illim eter to the Solar system size.

GR is also tested with pulsars 21,22] and in the strong eld regime [23].
Form ore detailswe refer to R efs. [5/24,25].N eedless to say that any extension
0ofGR hasto pass these constraints. H ow ever, these deviations can be larger in
the past, aswe shall see, which m akes coan ology an interesting eld to extend
these constraints.

2 3 A Itemative theories of graviy

Thewaysofm odifying GR are so various and In lJarge num ber that we cannot
review them here.W e refer to Refs. [5,26] for som e exam ples.

Let us how ever introduce the sin plest m odi cation of GR, that is scalar-
tensor theories of gravity in which gravity ism ediated not only by a m assless
soin-2 graviton but also by a spin-0 scalar eld that couples universally to
matter elds (this ensures the universality of free 21l). T heir action can be
w ritten as, in the so—called E instein fram e,

1 Z
S = alx
16 G
+ Sn atterB2 " )g ;) (4)
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where G is the bare gravitational constant. T he physical m etric, to which
m atter is universally coupled, g = A?( )g isthe product ofthe coupling
function A, which characterizes the strength of the scalar interaction, and
the Einstein framem etric g . This theory Involves a new degree of freedom
coupled to m atter.



Tt can be used to illustrate the e ect of m odi cation of GR on lensing
(see Ref. 26]] form ore details) . C onsider the action for electrom agnetism in d
din ensions 7

1 p—
Swaxven= 7 gg g F F d'%%
transform s to
Z
1 —
Sw axwen = P799 g A% P F d'x
under the confom al transform ation g = A2 ( )g .In the relevant case of

a d= 4 dim ensional spacetin e, the M axwell action is conform ally invariant.
T herefore light is only coupled to the spin2 eld g so that light de ection
by apontmassM mustbe the sameasin GR, ie.

4G M A?
=’

where A%°M is the de ecting m ass in the Einstein fram e. Tt thus seem s that
there isno e ect on lensing, contrary to the standard lore that light de ection
is am aller in scalartensor theories. A ctually there is a crucial di erence since
In scalartensor theory m assive bodies do feel the scalar eld. It ollow s that
the gravitional constant m easured in a C avendish experin ent today isnot G

butGy = G A3 1+ 2)wih dlhA=d’ andwherea subscript 0 indicates
that the quantiy is evaluated today. It ©©llow s that the dynam ics ofm assive
bodies, such asplanetary orbits, determ ne Gy M and not G M A2 o that

4G M A} 4Gy M GR

b2 L+ 22 1+ 2 GR7

asexpected.A gain, this show sthat lensing alone cannot probe GR and thatwe
need to com pare di erent m easurem ents. N ote also that the gravitationalcon—
stant (or m ore precisely the din ensionless num ber Gm ?=hc) varies w th tin e
so that extending this argum ent to the coan ological context is not straightfor-
ward 27].W hen the theoretical fram ew ork is speci ed then the post-N ew tonian
param eters can be computed here PPN = 2 2=@1+ ?) and PPN =

2=Rp@+ 2)’Kd =d’ as long as the potential is such that the eld is light
on Solar system scales) so that the PPN constraints can be translated to con—
straints on the param eters of the m odel.

In conclusion, this sin ple extension ofG R illustratesthatwe alwayshave to
Introduce new elds in the theory so that we have to specify theirnature (here
a scalar eld) and the ways they coupl to them atter elds (here universally
w ith the strength ). The distinction between a m odi cation ofGR and dark
m atter (or energy) is thus slight since In both cases we need to introduce new

elds in our theory. The m ain di erence lies In the fact that the am ount of
dark m atter or dark energy is set by initial conditions (eg.the am ount ofdark
matter is xed initially and detemm ines the properties of the potential wells
In which baryonic m atter 2lls to form the structure or the am ount of dark



energy is xed by tuning som e param eters and/or initial conditions so that it
starts dom inating today and the fact that Pcdm ¢ b 14 :5 :1 today
calls for an explanation). In a m odi ed GR m odel, the way standard m atter
generates potential wells or a ect the dynam ics of the universe is changed.
N ote however that the new degree of freedom are also gravitating so that in
som e m odels the distinction is even m ore subtle.

Among the most studied altemative theories of graviy, let us m ention
scalartensor theordes discussed above, £ R) theories which are, aftera eld
rede nition, a sub-class of scalartensor theories, the D GP m odel 28] and the
TeVeS 9] theory which is a relativistic version ofthe M OND [30] idea.

2 4 Lessons for extending the tests to astrophysical scales

GR isawellkde ned theory ofgraviy w ith clear predictions so that the consis—
tency of these predictions o ers the possibility to test the theory In a m odel-
Independent way. This in plies that we need various ocbservables relating the
sam e physicalquantities (such asthem ass In the exam ple ofthe Introduction).

In cosn ology, we can use alm ost the sam e observations as In the Solar
system . C onceming light de ection, it cannot be m easured (since the \unde-
ected" position of the sources cannot be determ ined; but for the particular
case ofm icrolensing) and we w ill have to use the distortion of light bundles,
that is strong and weak lensing.A 1so, and contrary to the Solar system ,we can
have access of the evolution of the energy of the photons, related to the time
variations of the gravitational potential in the case of the integrated Sachs—
W olfe e ect. The dynam ics of m assive bodies can be obtained from the large
scale structure of the universe, which give an Inform ation of the growth of
the structures and their velocity. Am ong the tests of the equivalence principle,
only the test on the constancy of indam ental constants can be generalized.

T here are how ever 1im itations speci ¢ to cosn ology. In particular, the cos-
m ological structures evolve w ith tin e and this contains an inform ation on
graviy but also on the properties ofm atter which are di cul to disantangle
(for Instance, our prediction on the shape of the galaxy power spectrum are
di erent whether there exist m assive neutrinos or not) . T his also m eans that
we m ay have to take evolution e ects into account. A Iso, cosm ological data
have to be Interpreted in a statistical way so that we always have a depen-
dence of the Initial conditions that cannot be forgotten. T hen, the description
of the dynam ics of the universe involres the C opemican principle so that the
Interpretation of our tests w ill depend on such a hypothesis.

Tt follow sthat the teststhat w illbe designed are indeed testsofG R but also
depends on m any other hypothesis so that they should probably be considered
rst as tests ofthe CDM m odel.



3 G alaxy and C luster scales

The rst Interesting system s for testing GR in astrophysics are galaxies and
clusters. It is now welkestablished that, as long as one assum es GR to hold,
their dynam ics can only be understood by invoking the existence ofdark m at—
ter.

Thevisblem assof spiralgalaxies is rather concentrated so that N ew tonian
graviy predicts that the rotation curves should drop as r '=? outside the
bright part of these galaxies.But this hasnot been con m ed by m ore than a
hundred rotation curve m easurem ents [31l]. A ctually, in m ost spiral galaxies,
and m ore particularly those w ith a high surface brightness, the rotation curves

atten at large distance from the center, vi ! oconst.M oreover, this velocity
is correlated to the lum nnosity of the galaxy. T his correlation, known as the
Tully-F isher law , states that the lum inosity ofthe galaxy scales as vf , so that
one expects that vf / M , for the total stellar m ass. T his has provided the
basis of the dark m atter explanation: if the velocity is constant in the outer
region of the galaxy, this m eans that the centripetal acceleration scales as
ar / r ! and Newton’s law in plies that the gravitational potential scales as
Inr. In the case of spherical sym m etry, the Poisson equation in plies that it
should be sourced by am atterwhose density pro lescalsas (r) / ¢ 2,asor
an isothem alsphere m odel. T hus, each spiralgalaxy m ust contain a spherical
dark m atter halo w ith a density pro ke scaling as r 2 at large distance. This
re ects the discrepancy between two estin ations of the m ass: the lum inous
m ass and the dynam icalm ass.

To avoid such an hypothesis, M ilgrom [30] proposed a phenom enological
m odi cation, called M OND , that was able to account for the galaxy rotation
curves [32], and m ore particularly to recover the Tully-F isher law . M OND
introduces a findam ental acceleration ag, of the order of 12 10 m &2,
such that the acceleration of any m assive body is

. P—— .
a=ay; if a> ap; a="ayay; 1if a< a

so that, at large distange, the N ew tonian acceleration being GM =r?, the cen—

tripetal acceleration is~ GM ap=r.Sice i is also given by v?=r, one deduces
atv(@E) ! GM ap)'™.In this regin e, the gravitationalpotential behaves as
GM ap Inr instead of the standard New tonian potential GM =r. Ik Pllows

that the de ection angl at large distance from the center of the galaxy is

_ 2 P GM ap .

MOND — C,2 .
This value is the sam e as the one expected from GR, as long as one is in
the halo. Indeed, if interpreted w thin GR, the presence of dark m atter sug—
gested by the rotation curves is con m ed by lensing observations. T herefore
N MOND, an in any m odi cation ofGR, one m ust predict that a given m ass

generates a larger potential and a lJarger de ection angl than in GR.

Tt ollow s that, one needs to estim ate the m ass of the galaxy, in a given
theory ofgravity.by di erent m ethods in order to check their com patibility. Tn



particular, di erent notionsofm assneedsto be distinguished [26]:thelaryonic
mass M, assum ed to be proportional to the um inous m ass, or stellar m ass

M ;the totaldynam icalm ass M ;Yt“ , estim ated from the rotation curves; and

the total knsing mass M X" detem ined by lknsing cbservations. In the dark
m atter interpretation, and aswellestablished by lensing cbservations, w e have

Dark Matter: M, <M %" M 2rs:

In particular, such m ass estin ates w ere perform ed in R ef. [33] using six strong
lensing galaxies from the CASTLE S database. T he totalm ass was estin ated
from lensing while the stellar m ass was estin ated from a com parison of pho—
tom etry and stellar population synthesis. Tt dem onstrates that dark m atter is
still needed (@nd that it is detected even in region where a > ap). In partic—
ular this dark m atter com ponent cannot be explained by 2 €V neutrinos (see
below ).

Ifone assum es that the light de ection isgiven as in GR, then the previous
equivalences told us that M OND predicts the sam e lensing as in GR within
the dark m atter halo. In particular the convergence at distance r is given by

(r) = 1z =2r, where the E instein radius is
%1 2D 1s 2D 1s

MOND) w =4 —
C Dg B c Dg

OM);

w here the latter holds for a singular isothem al sphere w ith line-ofsight vel-
ciy dispertion .W hile formm ally sin ilar, these expressions have however an
interesting di erence [34] since 2 scalsasM (o while v? scaksas™ M so
that p___

w/ M M OND) w / M OM):

The scaling of the E instein radius w ith the stellar m ass was m easured [34]
ushg the RCS and SD SS surveys to show that iy M %74 9908 Thisseems
In contradiction w ith the M OND prediction but the data used m easurem ents
of the shear at distances of som e hundred of kpc, at which the environm ent
e ects can change the M OND prediction. It sets no constraint and the cold
dark m atter m odel since the fraction M =M isnot known.

Indeed, M OND is a phenom enological description but not a eld theory.
A s, we have seen earlier, the light de ection in scalartensortheories in am aller
than In GR.Thismeans that a M OND cannot derive from a sin ple scalar-
tensor theory. It was realized (see Ref. 26] Or m ore details) that this can
be solved by coupling m atter not to themetricg but rather to a \physical
m etric" Involving both a scalar and a vector eld

g =e 2 g 20 U sinh2
The rsttem issin ilarto what is perform ed in scalartensor theories and the
second termm , nvolving the vector eld U , allow s to reconcile light de ection
w ith the GR prediction. T his theory is known as the TeVeS (TensorVector-
Scalar) theory 29].Ref. [35] com pares the TeVeS predictionsto a large sam ple
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of galaxy strong lenses from the CASTLES sam ple. Recently, Ref. [36] com —
pares the predictions of TeVeS forboth galaxy rotation curves and strong lens—
Ing (forhigh and low surface brightness galaxies) concluiding that TeVes, In its
sin plest form , cannot reproduce these data consistenly. T he analysis [37] of
galaxy-scale strong lensing from the Sloan ACS (SLACS) surxvey indicatesthat
JEPN  14< 5 10 ?.Howeverthiswork em phasizes that setting constraints
w ith such system s requires to know the properties of the lensing galaxies w ith
a great accuracy, m uch greater than at present. T he com parison of the stellar
velocity dispertion to m easurem ents of the E instein radius allow s to constrain

PPN reaching 38] PPN = 088 0:05 on kiloparsec scalesat 68% C L.whike
an early analysis based on 14 system s only gave 39] PPN = 0:93 0.

O n cluster scales, various estin ates of them ass can be obtained by lensing
(strong and weak), X ray am ission that characterizes the Intraclister (pary—
onic) m edium , and the SZ e ect which gives an inform ation of the electron
distrdbbution. By com paring these distributions, one can com pare the location
of the gas and the gravitational iso-potential. E arlier analysis used the com —
parison of X ray and strong lensing [40] and then weak lensing [41]] leading to
the conclusion that the P oisson equation should be valid, w ithin a factor 2, up
to scales 0of 2 M pc [42].

Interesting conclusions arise from the study ofthe colliding galaxy clusters
1E0657-56 (z= 0296).In this system a am aller cluster, known as the \bullet
cluster", has crashed through a larger one and their intrachister gas has been
stripped by the collision. O n one hand, weak lensing show s that the lensing
m ass is concentrated in the two regions containing the galaxies rather than
In the stripes containing the baryonic m atter 43]]. A sin ilar observation [44]
wasm ade w ith them erging galaxy clisterM AC S J0025 4-1222 (z = 0586) for
w hich the em iting gas, traced from itsX -em ission, isclearly displaced from the
distribution of galaxies (from lensing). T he rich cluster Abell 520 (z = 0201)
also exhibits the sam e properties [45] and contains a m assive dark core, as
deduced from lensing m ass reconstruction, that coincides w ith the centralX -
ray em ission peak.T he analysis [46] ofthe cluster Abel 478 dem onstrates that
the X ray, SZ and weak lensing data perfectly agree w ith a dark m atterm odel

(but does not prove they cannot be reproduced by aM OND m odel).

T his seam s to be a proof of the need of dark m atter since, being collision—
Jess, i continues to be located around the bullet, contrary to the baryonic
gas. This was con m ed [47] by the reconstruction of the m ass distribution
from both strong and weak lensing. However, it seem s that MOND could
accom odate these observations in particular because the origihal TeVeS ver-
sionsm ake di erent prediction when the system isnot spherically sym m etric.
Ref. 48] show ed that it waspossible to design a m ulticentred baryonic system
eproducing the weak-lensing signal of 1E 0657-56 w ith a buller-like light dis—
tribbution. T he sam e authors [49] then realized that a purely baryonicM OND
m odel cannot accom odate the data and that the bullet cluster was dom inated
by dark m atter whether one usesGR orM OND . In the latter case, i would
require m assive neutrinoswihm = 2é&V.
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T he existence of such neutrinos seem show everproblem atic.From the study
weak lensing for 3 Abell clusters and 42 SD SS clusters, it was concluded that
M OND cannot explain the data unless som e dark m atter is added and this
dark m atter cannot be accounted for by m assive neutrinos [B0]. T his was con—

m ed [51l] by the confrontation of strong and weak lnsing from the HST
W ideF ield Cam era, excliding the dark m atter to be neutrinos w ith m ass in
the range 2-7 €V .

In conclusion, it seem sthat M OND and TeVeS have di culties to repro—
duce the observations of the distrdbution of dynam ical, baryonic and lensing
m asses. Indeed none of the above m entioned results dem onstrate that M OND
is ruled out. They are analysis that show that the data can be consistently
Interpreted assum Ing GR and the existence and dark m atter. O ne ofthem ain
di culty to use these observations as a direct test 0of GR is the com plex ge—
om etry of the systam s that are used.

4 C osm ological scales

T he construction of a cosm ologicalm odel relies on the choice of the theory
of graviy as well as on our understanding of the findam ental interactions
of nature. However i also involves other hypothesis, such as the C opemican
principle which states that we are not seating In a priviledged place of space.
Under such an hypothesis, and w hatever the theory of graviy, the universe on
large scales can be described by a Friedm ann-Lem a* tre spacetin e w ith m etric

ds* = df+ a’ () sdx'dxI; ®)

where t is the cosm ic tim e, a the scale factor and i3 the spatial m etric on
constant t hypersurfaces. If one assum es that GR is a good description of
gravity then the dynam icalequationsofsuch am odelderives from theE instein
and the conservation equations

G =8GT ; r T =0; 6)

whereG istheE nstein tenorand T the totalstress-energy tensor.Am ong
this class ofm odels our reference m odelisthe CDM m odelwhich includes a
coam ologicalconstant and cold dark m atter and assum e that initial conditions
are consistent w ith the prediction ofslow -rollin ation.Such am odelis in very
good agreem ent w ith m ost of the astrophysical data and it is selfconsistent.
But the fact that the dark sector represents 95% of the m atter content of the
universe and the coan ologicalconstant problem drive us to test the hypothesis
of our model, and in the rst place the Copemican principle and GR. &k is
Indeed di cul to anbandon these two hypothesis at the sam e tin e so that all
the studies ain Ing at testing GR in that context assum e that the spacetin e
m etric rem ains of the ©m [H). A Iso m ost of them still include dark m atter
and aIn at replacing dark energy by a m odi cation ofGR.

T wo roadscan be ollowed .E therone de nesa classofgravity m odels that
contains GR In som e lim it and then confronts it to cosn ologicaldata to see
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how close from GR, in this particular space of theories, the theory of gravity
should seat. As an exam pl, this was perform ed in depth for scalartensor
theordes [4) for which the in plications of the background dynam ics [52]], of
the coam ic m icrow ave background [Bb2], prim ordial nuclkosynthesis [B3]], weak
lensing 27], and local constraints [b4], even allow Ing for extensions to a non—
universalcoupling ofdark m atter [55], were allstudied.O rone tries to quantify
the allowed deviations from the reference m odel w hilke being as m uch as can
be m odekindependent. T he strategy is then to exhibit consistency relations,
analogous to Eq. [Il), betwen di erent observables, which must hold in our
CDM referencem odel, as rst proposed on the particular case of the P oisson
equation in Ref. [3].A sexplained in Ref. [56], them odi cation ofour reference
fram ew ork can be classi ed in universalily classeswho have speci ¢ signatures
and di erent tests can favour or disfavour som e classes ofm odi cation.

4 1 Background dynam ics

T he dynam ics ofthe background spacetin e is dictated by the Friedm ann equa-—
tions
, 8G K a 4 G
H = — —+ —; —-= —( +3P)+ — 7)
3 a? 3 a 3 3

where H = a=a is the Hubbl function and K = 0; 1 isthe curvature of the
spatial sections. From the last equation, the recent acceleration of the cosn ic
expansion inpliesthat ( + 3P ) < 0 if GR is a good description of gravity.

At the background level, a m odi cation of GR or the introduction of a
dark energy com ponent instead of the coam ological constant w ill change the
Friedm ann equation and can be taken into account In a e ective way sin ply
In term son an e ective uid

, 8G K a 4 G
H :T(+ de) i - = T(+3P+ det 3Pge)i  B)
a a
where g4e and Py can depend on H and itsderivatives, aseg. for scalartensor
theoriesorD GP.Thisallow sto de ne the equation of state ofthe dark energy
from H (see Ref. B4)]).

Indeed, without an explicit m odel, the extra-temtm s 4. and Py are not
known.Besides we known that, sihce they arise from the existence of a new
degree of freedom , there m ust exist an associated equation of evolution [57].
T he standard approach is to postulate that they are related by an equation of
state, ge = WgePge, and them ost comm only used ansatz is [58/59]

V4
= + ——wa; 9
Wae (2) = Wo 11 Zwa 9)

w ith w¢ and w, constant. It is thus clear that the background dynam ics cannot
distinguish between a m odi cation of GR and a properly tuned dark energy
m odel. T his lies In the fact that the only quantity at hand isH (z) and m ost
of the m odels of the literature can be tuned to reproduce the sam e function
(see Ref. Bo] Por explicit exam ples). No null test of GR can be constructed
w ith background data since they allare functions ofH (z).
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4 2 Linear perturbation theory
42.1 Standard CDM

As Iong as one assumes GR to hold and consider an alm ost Friedm ann-
Lem a" tre spacetin g, the evolution ofperturbations is wellunderstood, see eg.
Ref. [60]. On sub-Hubbl scals, ocusing only on scalar perturbations which
are dom nant at late tin e, the space-tim e m etric can be w ritten as

ds?= @+ 2)d%+ @ 2 )a’ () yydxidxd; 10)
where and are the two gravitationalpotentials.

T he evolution equations on Hubble scales are given by the conservation of
the m atter stressenergy tensor (continuiy and Euler equations)

1
m = 7 mtHn= - 11)
a a
which leads to the standard second order evolution equation
1
mnt2Hn — =0 12)
a
Am ong the E Instein equations, we can keep only the P oisson equation
=4 G na°, a3)
and
=0 (14)

that arises from the fact that the m atter anisotropic stress is negligble. T his
show s that the tw o graviational potentials have to coincide, w hich is related
to the fact that PPN = 0 in GR, their spectrum has to be proportional to
them atter pow er spectrum , as rt pointed out in Ref. [3]and Eq. [IIl) in plies
that

dhnD

= f o w ith f= ; 15
m m dha 15)

where we have decom posed the density contrast as , = D (t) &) where
encodes the Initial conditions. It was shown [6ll]] that, fora at CDM m odel,
£ 06 (6)
wasagood t.The in portant ffature here isthat ifGR holds, then the grow th
of structures is com pletely determ ined by H (z) . W e forsee that one can check
the com patbility of background data (such a distanceredshift relations, eg.

from SN Ia) and large scale structure data, whatever the param eters entering
the equation of state [9) or any other param eterisation (see below).
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4 2 2 Extension

In order to construct tests of GR in this regin e, one needs to construct the
m ost generalextension of this set of evolution equations, stillassum ing we are
dealing w ith a m etric theory of gravity.

In the case of dark energy alone, one needs to consider the e ect of its
stress-energy tensor, which can have non-vanishing anisotropic stress and den—
sity contrast, contrary to a pure coan ological constant but the equations of
evolution of the other uids are not m odi ed, since otherw ise this new com —
ponent would be coupled to the standard m atter non m inim ally. n GR m od—
i cations, there exists a new long range force and the evolution equation of
matter willbe of the form r T; = f;,where f isa force tertm between
the standard m atter elds and the new degree of freedom . The way such force
tem appears in the equation and its relation to the E instein equation is not
obvious to describbe In fiill generality while being m odelindependent. A s an
exam ple, consider scalartensor theordies of gravity. In the Jordan fram e, the
equations of m otion of the standard m atter elds are not m odi ed so that
f;, = 0 but, perform ing a conform al transform ation, the sam e theory, w ritten
in the E nsteln fram e, nvolvesa orce f = (¢ )T;@ / thatw ill appear even
at the background level in the continuiy equation.In thisparticular case, it is
well understood that the m odi cation of gravity appears as a tin edependent
m odi cation ofthe New ton constant in the Jordan fram e while it is seen as a
universaltin e-dependentm odi cation ofm asses in the E instein fram e. Indeed,
if the new force is not universal, i probably involves that m ass ratios w illbe
tin edependent, which can be tested [6]. T hus, we assum e that we are working
in the equivalent of the Jordan fram e so that we assum e that £ = 0 and that
there is no creation ofm atter. T he spatial com ponent of the force can how —
ever be non vanishing and enters the Euler equation. Let us stress that whilke
In portant from a physicalpoint of view [62,63], this is not dram atic from a
phenom enological point of view since only the source term ofEq. [18) below
w ill be changed. O n the other hand, we shall have an equation of evolution
for the new degree of freedom that shall also have a source tem proportional
to the m atter stressenergy tensor [62]. Unfortunately, this equation rem ains
unkown untilwe specify the m odel

A s long as we stick to linear perturbations, these extensions can be in ple-
m ented by m odifying the previous equations as

1
m = - mtH o= ; + S gei @7
w hich leads to the standard second order evolution equation
mt2H ¢ — = S ge: 18)
a

The temm Sge kj;a) encodes the new long-range force betw een the new degree
of freedom and the standarm atter (and dark m atter!).
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Then, we need to write down the E instein equations. F irst, we can gener—
alize the P oisson equation, w ritten In Fourier space, as

k2 =4 GF k;H) na% n + ge: 19)

The rsttem F (k;H ) accounts for a scale dependence of the gravitational
Interaction while 4e acocounts for a possible clustering of the new degree of
freedom , and in particular of dark energy if there is no m odi cation of GR

(this show s at this stage, that the P oisson equation can be m odi ed w ithout
m odi cation of GR if dark energy can cluster; also care needs to be taken in
the case ofm assive neutrinos which can enter on the rh s. of this equation,
e eg. [64]; Ref. [65,66] proposed a Interesting exam ple of a clustering dark
energy m odelm in icking the DGP model). Then, there is the possbility to
have an e ective anisotropic stress so that

( )= qe: (20)

Tt follow s that the deviation from GR is encoded in the four functions (Sqe;F ;
de; de) Which, in the case ofthe CDM m odel, reducesto (0;1;0;0) and, in
the case ofdark energy to (0;1; ge; ge)seven though in m ost cases 4. and
ge are negligble. T heir expression for quintessence, scalartensor and DG P
m odels can be found in Ref. [560]. For the sam e reason that, n the case of a
GR modi cation, at the background levelP 4. and 4. can depend on H , Sqge,
de @and g4e candependon and ,whilkeF isa function ofthe background
quantities only.
Equations [I7HI9) in ply that the m atter density evolves as

n ¥ 2H @ 4 GF k;a) ma® m = Cae 1)

wih Cge = ( ge + ge)=3° Sge=a so that the m atter power spectrum is
expected to be deform ed In shape, m ainly because ofthe k-dependence arising
from F and from the source term Cge.

T his idea to construct such a post— CDM param eterisation on sub-H ubbl
scales was rst proposed In Ref. [56], ©llow ing the analysis of the particu—
lar case of scalartensor theory by Ref. R27]. Several sim ilar approaches were
then designed in Refs [66/67,68,69/70//71/72//73/74//75/76] which went further
In determ ining the relationsw ith observationaldata (see discussion below ). In
particular Ref. [67] uses, Instead of 4o, a parameter de ned by

= @1+ ) ;

so that it is a generalisation of the post-N ew tonian param eter FFY, as rst
proposed In the particular case of scalartensor theordes in Ref. R7]. ( €

In the Solar system is an indication of a m odi cation of GR because one is
dealing w ith vacuum solution ofE instein equation; again, this isnot the case in
coam ology since dark energy can have an anisotropic stress). Instead of using
the the set (£; 4e), most analysis, ncluding Refs. [66,67,73,74/75], assum e
that the P oisson equation ism odi ed to

k* =4 GQ kja) pa’
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nhvolring only one new function Q . In m ost cases at hand, this is a good ap—
proxim ation, but in fi1ll generality we shoud distinguish the large-scale m odi-

cation of GR and the clustering of possible new degrees of freedom (see eg.
Ref. [65/66]) . In particular 4 could be an independent random variable, not
proportionalto  .The limit 4o = 0 corresoonds to pure m odi cation of
GR wih negligbl e ect of the new degree to the total stressenergy tensor
whie F = 1; g4e & 0 corresponds to m odels of clustering dark energy (and
m ay also incorporate the e ect ofm assive neutrinos; see eg. [77] or a study
of this degeneracy) .

A s such, this description is not com plete since we have no equation to de—
scribe the evolution of the new degrees of freedom . At the background kevel,
this gap is often 1llked by assum ing a param eterisation of the dark energy
equation of state. A swe shall see, two roadsm ay be Pllowed from this point:
either one param eterized the unkwon functions that appear here or one con-—
struct null-tests.

4 3 Coan ologicaldata

T he previous analysis show s that in order to constrain the deviation from GR
w ith the large scale structure of the universe we need to be abl to extract
Inform ation on the distrbbution of the four variables ( ; ; m; n ) Which are
not directly observable.Let us sum m arize brie y som e ofthe observationsthat
tum to be useful W e callPy vy (k;z) the 3-din ensionalpower spectrum ofthe

elds X and X at redshift z (or equivalently tinm e t or distance ) de ned
by X k;z)Y &%z) i= @ PPxy kijz) ® &k k% and Cxy (%z) their 2-
din ensional (or angular) power spectra.

4 3.1 Background data

B ackground data usually include the lum inosity distanceredshift relation pro—
bed by SN Ia which provides a handle on H (z) up to z 1:5, the angular
diam eterdistancem ainly from the tangentialcom ponent ofthe BAO m easured
by their Im print on galaxy distrdbution.

4 .32 Large scake structure

T he clustering of galaxies is one of the oldest m easures ofthe properties of the
large scale structure. T he galaxy pow er spectrum P 44 isthe sin plest m easure of
the correlations in the galaxy num ber density ngy . In generalthe distridoution of
galaxies isbiased w ith respect to them ass distrdbution and it is often assum ed
that they can be related by

Z; ©2)
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where by and b, are biais param eters. It is expected that the biais is a com —
plicated function of tin e and of the m asses of the halo hosting the galax—
des [/8], since it encodes in som e way all the process of galaxy form ation.
W e shall assum e here, for sin plicity, that we restrict to a linear biais so that
Pyg kiz)= & @)P . . k;z).In aging data w ith photom etric redshift provides
a m easurem ent of the angular power spectrum of galaxies, which is a sinple
pro gction of the three-dim ensional pow er spectrum

Z
. W) '
T s s 4 “

Sk being the com oving angular distance and where W 4 is the nomm alized
redshift distrdbution of galaxies in the sam ple.

H ow ever, the redshift-space position ofany galaxy di ers from isrealspace
position due to its peculiar velocity. T he density contrast in redshift space, ;,
and in real space, 4, can be related by in posing m ass conservation [/9]. In
the linear regin e, this ladsto § = 4+ 2 y=aH ,where is the coshe of
the line-ofsight angle so that the redshift-space power spectrum is

2 4

Poy ki )= Pggk)+ ZaYng(kH' WP s 5 &) 24)
It is thus comm only m odelled as [78,79]
2 4 K2 2 2
s . — v .
Pgki )= Pggk)+ 2£Pg ;s &)+ WP s s &) F Hig) 25)

where F is a sn oothing function and  is the 1-din ensional velocity disper—
sion.T he angulardependence enables to separate the di erent com ponents [80]
to get am easurem ent of the three spectra P44 k;2z),Pg s k;z)and P . k;z),
In particular from the SD SS [Bl] and 2dF [82] galaxy redshift surveys. T hese
low redshift analysiswereextendedtoz 1 inRef. [83]JusingtheVIM O S-VLT
Deep Survey VVDS) [B4l].
Indeed, In the standard CDM , and In the linear regin e, we have that

g= am sothatisgrowthrateisD = ab-sothat 4= aH f , .In that
linit Py, = al Pggand P , = a®H? ?Pyg with = f=b, and the three
spectra are not independent.

433 W eak Ensing

G ravitational lensing o ers various posibilities. A s previously, we restrict our
analysis to m etric theories of gravity.

F irst, eitther In the strong orweak regin e, it can probe the sum ofthetwo
Bardeen potentials, + .W eak lensing surveys use the observed ellipticities
ofbackgroung galaxies (and m ore particularly the correlation of their shapes)
to reconstruct am ap ofthe coan ic shear, which can then be used to determ ine
the convergence  [B5]. A s long as photons travel on null geodesics and the
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geodesic deviation equation holds, the distortion of the shape of background
galaxies can be com puted from the Sachs equation [B6] kading to
Z

(7= W (; 31 20+ )id (6)

N -

for sources located In a bin centered round a redshift z; and wih ;= ()
w ih
Sk (IS (1 ).
Sk (1) '
T he convergence pow er spectrum for two sets of galaxies centered around z;

and z4, as can be obtained by a tom ographic survey, is thus
Z

4 \

C (Yzyzg)=— W (; W (; )P + k= ;
“i ) 5 ()

4
Untilwe have data allow ing for the use of tom ography, we have only access to
the shear power spectrum averaged on the source redshift distrdbbution, P (V)
which is given by the sam e expression but w ith the w indow fiinction

Sk (%) o,

W (; 1)=

d : 27)

W ()=5Sk () Wg(9

In conclusion, this allow s to constrain the power spectrum P , (k;z).Note
that the analysis ofweak lensing requires in fact to know the non-lnearpower
spectrum but the latest data from the CFHTLS [B7/] reach large angular scales
( > 30 aram in.), which allows to work in the (quasi linear regin e, where
theoretical predictions for the tin e evolution of the power spectrum are m ore
reliable. N ote also that the convergence power spectrum is often expressed in
term s of the m atter pow er spectrum , m aking use both of the Friedm ann and
P oisson equations. Indeed, the goalhere is to relate the observables to their
prin ary perturbation variables w ithout using any equations.

Second, one can use galaxy-galaxy lensing, which arises when the de ect-
Ing and source galaxies are aligned, giving rise to a m ean tangential shear
around foreground galaxies. T his w ill thus give an inform ation on the corre-
lation between the galaxy distrbution and +  through the angular power
spectrum

2 \
Cqg (Yzijzy) = Y WgeCi IW (; 5)Pg; + k= 5e );

This was for instance m easured from the SD SS galaxy survey. N ote that the
m agni cation biais [/8] can also help to extract som e correlations since

d : (28)

g=bn+ Gs 2)

where s= dlogN =dm is the logarythm ic slope ofthe num ber count-m agniude
function. T his induces distortions [88/89] that can also be used to test GR.
Note that it was also proposed that the weak lensing of standard candles
(SN Ia, orGW sirens) can be used tom easure the cross correlation betw een the
magni cation and 4 [90,91].In particularC and C 9 contain Inform ations
sin flartoC  and C9 respectively. T his has not been investigated yet.
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4 3.4 Integrated SachsW olfe e ect

T he observation ofthe coan icm icrow ave background tem perature anisotropies
gives num erous in portant inform ations for our coan ological m odel, am ong
which the initial power spectrum for the perturbations. W hile propagating
from the last scattering surface to us, the energy of the photons changes due
to the fact that they cross structures In form ation, and thus propagate n a
spacetin ewhere and arenot constant.T his induces a direction-dependent
tem perature change, known as the Integrated SachsW olfe e ect [60]
Z
T o
T (= —9a()d ;

w here the Integral is perform ed along the photon geodesic. This ISW e ect is
correlated w ith the galaxy distribution w ith angular pow er spectrum

Z _ \ aZ()

T sk () 2

Cgrsw (V= Py d : (29)

This has been detected [92] by crosscorrelating the CM B anisotropies to
galaxy m aps.

4 3.5 Conclusions

W e see that astrophysical observations allow to m easure m any correlations
between the perturbation variables. In order to construct tests of GR, one
needs to relate 4 to , and thusunderstand the biais (@nd m ost im portantly
contrain its scale dependence) . T he exam ple given above are the m ost prom is—
Ing to In plem ent the tests of GR but, indeed, there exist m any otherways to
m easure these quantities.

W e also need to keep In m ind that each of this m ethod has is own sys—
tem atics and lim its. W e cannot discuss this issue here, but it is central when
actually deriving constraints.

4 4 G rowth ofm atter perturbations

The st e ect of a modi cation of GR is to change the growth of density
perturbation. In the CDM model, Egs. (ITH2) in ply that the growth rate
D evolves as

D+2HD- 4 G ,D = 0: (30)

T his equation can be recast n tem s of a as tim e variable [60] as

Lo, dhH 3
a

3
+Z p%= 2%, 31)
da 2

ad
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from which it can be checked that D = H is a solution so that the grow ing

m ode can be obtained as

Za
5H du
D=—-— no

S 32
2Hgq o LH @)=H,P 2)

which inplies that if H (z) is known from background observations, such as
SN I, then D (z) is xed. There is a rigidity between the expansion history
and the grow th rate.

T he grow th rate can be param eterized phenom enologically as [93,94]

dnD
dna ™ 63

Then, if GR is not m odi ed, the index can be com puted once H (z), or
equivalently the dark energy equation of state, isknown and i was shown [95,
96] that

= 055+ 005+ wge(z= 1)1:

W hilk being a good test of dark-energy m odelw ith a an ooth energy distrlbu—
tion, it is not clearw hether it can be considered as a test ofGR . In particular,
we can In agine that dark energy has an anisotropic stress or is clustering while
GR isnotmodied (ie.F = 1,S43e= 0, g4e® 0, 4e 6 0 sothat Sge 6 0)
so that one accom odate a value of by som e properly designed m odel. To
nish, such a param eterisation is too restrictive since it does not include the

scaledependence that is expected from the m odi cation of GR (see however
Ref. [76]) . T he extensions to include the super-H ubble regin e w ere considered
In Refs. [69,97/76]. It w as recently proposed [98] that galaxy cluster velocities,
m easured from the kinetic SZ e ect, m ay allow for a m easurem ent of

Several studies concentrate on a purem odi cation of the P oisson equation
so that only the term F (k;H ) ismodi ed. The e ect of such a k-dependent
term on the power spectrum was rst studied in Ref. [3] where the function F
wasassum ed to reproduce the e ect ofhigherdimn ensionalgravity, asdescribed
at the tin e. In that particular case, where the only param eter is the length
scale rg, it was shown [LOQ] that the coam ic shear [99] 3-point function in plies
that rs > 2h M pc.

Sin flar analysis In the case ofa Yukawa type m odi cation of the gravita-
tionalpotential,

zZ h i
&r° @ e ¥ ¥
¥

= G

were then perform ed.W ith such a potential, the function F (k;a) entering the
P oisson equation is given by [101,102]
Foa) - 1+ —OK 34)
ja) = :
1+ @=k )
Such am odi cation causesthe rate ofgrow th to depend on k so that the scale
shallhave an Im print on the power spectrum (see also Ref. [L03] for a general
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argum ent on the shape dependence). Interestingly, assum ing an E nstein-de
Sitter bacground cosm ology, Eq. 2I) can be solved analytically in term s of
hypergeom etric function [L01/102] to give the grow ing m ode

5 p25+24 5+p25+24 9 5
+ k;a) = syF; 8 F 5 ;Z; S

wih s a=k

Ref. [L01] considered the case of a E instein-de Sitter background and ana—
Iyzed the SD SS and 2dFGR S data up to k  0:15h=M pc, krading respectively
to the constraints = 0:025 17and = 035 09atal lkvelA sin-—
ilar analysis was perform ed in Ref. [L02] who used the Peacock and D odds
procedure [L04] to describe the non-linear power spectrum . The analysis of
the SD SS data sets the constraints 05 < < 06 (resp. 08< < 029)
Hr = 5h ! Mpc @esp. = 10h ! Mpc). The analysis was extended in
Ref. [LO5] by perform ing both second order perturbations and N -body sim ula—
tions to construct a m ock galaxy catalog.Ref. [L06] extended these analysisby
allow ng am odi ed expansion rate, which should be the case if GR ism odi ed.
They also showed that the m odi cation of the shape of the power spectrum
is alm ost degenerate w ith the e ect ofm assive neutrinos. N otice that a com —
bined analysis [LO7] usihg CFHTLS weak lensing data and the SD SS m atter
power spectrum estim ated from lum ianous red galaxies found no sign of devi-
ation from GR on scales ranging between 0.04 and 10 M pc. Even though this
analysis used both m atter distrdbution and weak lensing, it only constrained
the shape of the power spectrum w ithout In plem enting the consistency chek
proposed In Ref. [3].

N body sin ulations w ith such a Yukawa m odi cation of the gravitational
potential were perform ed in Ref. [L08] who concluded that the gravitational
evolution is alm ost universal, at least for in thel 20 M pc range so that
the Peacock and D odds approach [L04] can be adapted to get an analytical t.
Tt was extended by the sin ulations ofRef. [L09] which include the possibility
of an anisotropic stress and considered the case of DGP models wih rg =
(5;10;20)h ' M pc. To nish, the spherical collapse m odel and the estim ate
of the abundance of virialized ob fcts was considered in Refs. [L10,111]]. The
scale dependence of the grow th rate was proposed [L12]] to be studied in tem s
of

dInD

k;a)= L (a)d]na

which rem ains close to 0 for any an ooth dark energy m odel. In particular it
can be m easured from future redshift surveys.

These studies allow s to understand the e ect of the m odi cation of the
P oisson equation, which is expected to be generic in any deviations from GR,
and absent in allm odels ofpure dark energy.T hey are thusvery Instructive but
note that the background coan ology is In generalnotm odi ed in a consistent
way.
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45 Testing GR on coam ological scales

T here have been two m ain approaches to using cosm ologicaldata to constrain
deviations from GR.

4 5.1 Param eterizing our ignorance

In the rst approach, one tries to use the generalized set ofperturbation equa—
tions [I720) in order to com pute various cosm ological cbservables and com —
pare them to astrophysicaldata.The m ain problem , as m entioned earlier, is
that such a param eterisation cannot be com plete unless the physics of the
new degrees of freedom is know . W e thus have two possbilities. E ither one
com pute explicitely these term s In som e classes oftheoriessuch asf R),DGP
or scalartensor [56,67/68] or one speci es som e ansatze for these finctions, in
the sam e spirit as we introduced the param eterisation [9) for the dark energy
equation of state.
For iInstance, Refs. [©67,73] assum e that the function Q @;k)@+
(@;k)=2) can be expanded as = 1+ pawih ( constant. The e ect
of the m odi cation of GR is taken into acocount through a param eterisation
ofthe orm [33), with  constant so that one ends up w ith 4 constant extra—
param eters Wo;wWa; ; o) besides the standard cosm ological param eters, the
CDM m odel corresponding to Wo;wa; ; o) = ( 1;0;055;0). Such a pa—
ram eterisation was then used to discuss the sensitivity of various probes.
C kearly, this choice m isses a possble scaledependence of I (or Q) which is
generically expected IfGR ism odi ed [LO3]]. T his issue was recently adressed
in Ref. [113] which proposes to expand the two unknwon fiinctionsQ and as

X @;k)’ Xog@)+ X1 (@)aH =k:

Ref. [L14] chooses the sam e tw o functions as functions ofk and a and proposes
di erent ansatze for their functionalform in orderto study the potentialofup—
com Ing and future tom ographic surveys to constrain them .Ref. [68] proposed
a param eterisation that depends on the scal. O n the other side Refs. [/1/72]
focus only on the function (z), that they call$ (z), In order to infer ts in u-—
ence on CM B anisotropy soectrum and weak lensing.$ was chosen to scale as
$0 ge(@)=n (z),assuminga CDM evolution for the background cosm ology.
N ote that in the standard CDM ,wemust have that (;a)= (k;a)=

3 . @ Ha=k)? , k;a)=2and , k;a)= £ , k;a).Thus, hstead ofpa—
ram eterizing the unknown tem s that enter the perturbation equations, we
m ay think to param eterize directly their solution, for instance, as

k;a) = n @ Ha=k)? o k;a) L+ c k;a)l;

NIw NI w

k;a)= n @ #ak)® , k;a) L+ c k;a)l;

and
n k;a)= £, kja)ll+c k;a)l;
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where , (k;a) issupposed to scaleas , kja)= n kjan)D @) [+ c k;a)l
and then nding physically m otivated ansatze for the functions c;. Such an
alremative param eterisation was considered in Ref. [/0].

In these approaches, the gam e is thus to replace free unkown fiinctions by
a set of param eters in order to be abl to com pute the di erent cosm ologi-
cal observable and then com pare them to data.This allow s In particular to
understand the accuracy w ith which they can be constrained by forthcom ing
experim ents, them ain di culty being to nd them ost relevant set of param e~
ters that reproduce a large class oftheordes. R ef. [/3] utilised the large angular
scales (> 30 aram In.) weak lensing data from the CFHTLS (In order to work
In the linear regin e), BAO and SN Ia data to get constraintson ( no; o7 )
consistent (eg. related to the param etrisation of the equation of state) w ith
the standard CDM .Note also that it is in portant that the background and
perturbation dynam ics be consistent since they derive from the samem odi -
cation ofGR, an issue often overlooked.

452 The art of correlating

A probably better idea to obtain constraints on deviation from GR is to con-—
struct nulltests. Such tests are based on the sin ple fact that once the theory is
com pletely speci ed, there m ust exist consistency relations, between di erent
observables, n a sin ilar way as the Solar system exam ple of the introduction
led to the consistency relation [I). ndeed, any departure from such a relation
would indicate that som e hypothesis of ourm odel are not correct and that the
theory needs to be extended, w ithout telling how . Such tests are null tests, in
the spirit of \traditional" physics In which a reference m odel is confronted to
observations in order to determ ine the lim is of its validity.

T he use of coan ological data to perform such tests was st proposed In
Ref. [3] who fcusad on the Poisson equation [I3). If such an equation holds
then the pow er spectra of the gravitationalpotentialP (k) and ofthe m atter
distrdbution P | (k) must be related by

9
kK‘P (k;a)= 2 noHia P k;a);

w hatever the coam ological scenario. Thism eans that the scale dependence of
the two pectra are related in a very soeci c way. In particular, if the P oisson
equation ism odi ed, the change of the shape of the m atter power soectrum
is, aswe saw on the exam pl of a Yukawa potential above, m odel dependent
but the fact that the two spectra di er is a m odel independent conclusion. In
particular such a relation can be tested by com paring weak lensing data to
galaxy survey, if the scale dependence of the biais ism ild, as expected from
num erical sin ulation, shceC  and Pyq giveaccesstoP and P | .Note also
that, it hasa trivialgeneralisation ifthe eldsare allproportionalto the sam e
stochastéc variable (which is the case for adiabatic initial conditions) then
P = P P _,which again can be tested using galaxy-galaxy lensing.

m
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Sin ilar rigidities w ere exhbited betw een the background dynam ics and the
grow th of the large scale structure. For instance, the grow th equation [31l),
valid fora CDM , and thuswhen GR hold, can be recast [115,116] (see also
Refs. [L17,118]) asa st order equation for H so that H (z) can be inferred
from background data and perturbation data independently, or equivalently
the equation of state of dark energy [d) and the parameter de ned in
Eq. [B3) are not independent when the dark energy is assum ed to rem ain
an oothly distrbuted. Thiswas In plem ented In the analysis ofRefs. [119,120]
w ho Introduce tw o dark energy equations of state, one for the evolution ofthe
background geom etry and the other goveming the grow th.U sing SN LS-SN 13,
2dF and SD SS galaxy redshift survey, CM B data and CT IO -lensing survey,
they conclided that the two detem inations of were consistent and that
the tw o constant dark energy equations of state have also to agree. T hese anal-
ysis consider only the e ect of the growth factor and no other m odi cation
is considered . A nother In plem entation perform s a m odekindependent recon—
struction of the grow th rate from distance m easurem ents and then com pares
to grow th m easurem ents [121/122]]. Ref. [123] proposed a sin ilar consistency
test ofthe CDM using low and high redshift SN Ia survey by estim ating
In three di erent ways (packground geom etry, grow th, and shape ofthe power
spectrum ), all agreeing w ith the canonicalvalue 025.

T he origihalidea ofRef. [3]] was extended to m ultiple cosn ologicalprobes.
Ref. [124]] proposed to use the galaxy-velocity correlation and the galaxy-—
galaxy lnsing, which give accesstoh g ni/ bfhZ2iandhgy i/ bhy, ( +

)1 so that the ratio of these two quantities is expected to be independent
of the biais, at least in the regin e of linear biasing.An estim ator, EAG based
on the ratio ofthese tw o quantities, was constructed and it was dem onstrated
that i can distinguish a large class of m odels. Ref. [66] worked out the re—
lations betw een the various observables, ncluding a discussion of quasilinear
e ects. T wasalso shown that the clustering ofdark energy can m In ic features
of a modi cation of GR and investigated the way to com bine data in order
to distinguish the two e etcs. Refs. [74//75] designed consistency checks based
on the redshift-space power spectrum and weak lensing in order to constraint
the ratio = and the Poisson equation.Ref. [125] proposed an estim ator to
m easure the ratio of the two gravitional potentials, again using weak lensing
and redshift-space power spectrum . Ref. [L26] proposed a m ethod to extract
the e ect of a m odi ed Poisson equation and Ref. [113] analyzed the com bi-
nation of In aging and spectroscopic surveys. Ref. [127] proposed to use the
ISW -structure correlation to constrain the grow th rate of the density, and in
particular its scale-dependence.

A lltheseworksare thus starting from the constitutive relationsthat exist In
a CDM, and thusassum Ing GR valid to construct from large scale structure
survey som e tests that will indicate the violation of one of these relations.
T hey often construct estin ators that are probed by using som e extensions of
GR OGP, £fR), scalartensor) and in oder to forecast the power of com ing
surveys to distinguish between them .
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5 Conclusions

This review has presented the tests of GR on astrophysical scales, but m ore
generally of the CDM model, based on the large scale structure and the
global dynam ics of the universe. In particular, it is im portant to m ake the
distinction since som e supposedly tests of GR proposed in the literature are
In fact only testsofthe CDM model.M aybe the rst answer these testsw ill
give is whether there is a need for new physical degrees of freedom in our
m odel and then start to caracterize the nature and the couplings of this eld
w ith standard m atter (@nd also dark m atter).

A sexplained, future surveysw illallow tom ap weak lensing, galaxy distri-
bution and velocity on sub-H ubbl scales w ith high accuracy. T his w i1l allow
to construct m any consistency checks of our cosn ologicalm odel, and In par-
ticular of GR . A muliprobe approach will allow to have a better control of
system atics which a ect each probe.

Today, data show s no deviation from the CDM model, and thus from
GR on large scales. On galactic scales, the debate between dark m atter and
M O ND -inspired m odels is yet unsettled even though the need ofm assive neu—
trinos to reconcile M OND with cluster data seem to disfavor this latter ap—
proach.Besides, allanalysis on coan ological still assum e the existence of dark
m atter.

Tt is in portant to keep in m ind that these are not the only tests of the
deviation from the standard CDM that can be perfomm ed. Let usm ention

{ Test of the weak equivalence principle. They can be perform ed on a large
band of redshifts, up to BBN tin e, by constraining the tin e variation of
findam ental constants [6].

{ Test of the distance duality relation. In standard cosn ology the angular
and lum inosity distances are related by D1, = (L + 2)?Da (z). This equa—
tion holds In any m etric theory of gravity if the number of photons is
conserved.By testing it [128], one can check the validity ofM axwell theory
and constrain m odels such a photon-axion oscillation.

{ Test of the Copemican principk. A 1l the equations and solutions we have
used, assum ed the existence of a hom ogeneous and isotropic background
spacetin e. It isonly an assum ption based on the C opemican principle and
recently m any proposals to test it appear in the literature [129,130/131] .

{ P ropagation of gravity waves. In bim etric theories of gravity, graviy waves
and photonsm ay not necessary follow the geodesics of the sam e m etric so
that there can exist a tin e delay between them [1L32]. C onfronting their
arrival tin es (@as well as those of neutrinos, if m assive) allow s to set con—
straints on bin etric theories of gravity. If gravity propagates slow er than
light then som e tight constraint can arise from the energy lossofcoam ic rays
by gravitationalC erenkov radiation [133]kadingto gy =c 1< 2 10 °.

T hese tests will enable to check the robustness of the hypothesis on which
our coam ologicalm odel rests. It w ill either con m the need for the existence
of dark m atter and dark energy (thus extending drastically the dom ain of
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validiy ofGR) oro ernew theoretical constructions to explain the late tin e
acceleration of the coam ic expansion.
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