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In this work we systematically study the linear and nonlingtaucture formation in chameleon theories of
modified gravity, using a generic parameterisation whicktdbes a large class of models using only 4 param-
eters. For this we have modified th&-body simulation codecosmoato perform a total o5 simulations for
different models and parameter values, including the diefa@DM. These simulations enable us to explore a
significant portion of the parameter space. We have stutieeéffects of modified gravity on the matter power
spectrum and mass function, and found a rich and intereptiegomenology where the difference with the
ACDM paradigm cannot be reproduced by a linear analysis evacales as large @s~ 0.05 hMpc™*, since
the latter incorrectly assumes that the modification of ilyadepends only on the background matter density
Our results show that the chameleon screening mechanisgnicantly more efficient than other mechanisms
such as the dilaton and symmetron, especially in high-tiemsgions and at early times, and can serve as a
guidance to determine the parts of the chameleon paranee svhich are cosmologically interesting and
thus merit further studies in the future.

I. INTRODUCTION the Vainshtein mechanisii [6] in the Dvali-Gabadadze-Riorra
(DGP) [3] and Galileon([4.15] models whet&(¢,) is large

Two plausible alternative explanations to the observed acehough to reduce the effective coupliigho)/Z"/*(¢) be-
celerating expansion of our Universe are dynamical dark enl®W observational levels, the chameleon mechanisnil[7, 8]

ergy [1] and modified gravity [2]. In both classes of theories Where the mass(¢) is large enough to render the range
a scalar field has been used as the most common dynanfif the scalar interaction smaller than distances probedrexp
cal origin of the acceleration of the Universe. This, howgve imentally and finally in dilaton[[9] and symmetron (10, 11]

comes at a price: in many theories, especially modified gratheories the couplingi(¢o) itself is smaller than observed.
ity and coupled dark energy theories, dark energy evolves O}I_{hese mechanlsms_ all utilise the nonl!nearmes of theceffe
cosmological time scales only when the scalar field leads t§Ve Scalar Lagrangian to prevent the fifth-force from propa

tional bounds. To avoid this problem, screening mechanism0m the derivative self-couplings of the scalar degreees{
have been designed to dynamically screen the scalar-reddiatdom, while the chameleon, and the dilaton and symmetron use

fifth force in dense or high-curvature environments. the non-linearities of the potential and the coupling totarat
Screening the effects of a scalar interaction in the presend ©SPectively. In a companion pap[12], we have presented

of matter can be realised in the following ways. kgtbe the @ Systematic study of generic dilaton and symmetron theo-

environment dependent background configuration and let udes in the nonlinear regime of structure formation, ushvig

expand the scalar Lagrangian to second order, bodgimulz_ﬂions bas_ed on a unified parameterisation_scheme
[13,[14]. This paper will concentrate on chameleons. Inipart

Z(¢o) m2(¢o) 56 ular, we have generalised the original chameleon models and

6L = —T(a5¢)2 - T(M)z - ﬂ(éf’o)M—Plfspm, the parameter space of these new models is analysed making

use of N-body simulations.

where Z(¢) is the normalisation of the scalam(¢g) is

the mass depending on the background value of the scalar The structure formation in general chameleon models is dif-
field, and 3(¢%) the coupling to the overdensi@p,,. The ferent from that in GR within the Compton wavelength of the

fifth force is screened if eitheB(¢,) becomes small, or scalar degree of freedom, which is the inverse of the effecti

m(¢o) or Z(¢o) become large. Hence there are three knowr"ass Of the scalar field: [14-16]. Indeed the density con-

screening mechanisms to evade the local gravity consﬂ;raint,traSt_Of matter perturbationsincrea§es anoma_lously.tﬁl'hie
implies that the power spectrum differs from its GR counter-

part. It turns out that the scale characterising modified-gra

ity, i.e. the scalar mass now, is large enough to prevent sig-
* Email address: philippe brax@cea.fr nificgnt effect_s on Iinear.scales. Thg main consequences of
t Email address: a.c.davis@damtp.cam.ac.uk modified gravity appear in the non-linear regime where nu-
1 Email address: baojiu.li@durham.ac.uk merical methods have to be used. The analysis of the struc-
§ Email address: h.a.winther@astro.uic.no ture growth of the screened modified gravity models with no
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rendered easier by the fact that these models can be fully pa- 1. SCALAR-TENSOR THEORIES OF MODIFIED
rameterised by two time-dependentfunction$q) andgs(a), GRAVITY

i.e. the mass of the scalar field and its coupling to matter as

a function of the scale factor. This method works even on |n this section we briefly describe the essential features
fully nonlinear scales [13. 14f where the screening effects of modified gravity theories with a scalar degree of freedom
on smaller scales, for instance for galaxy halos, can thegef (dof) and how the effects of such a dof can be screened locally
be powerfully analysed. to restore general relativity (GR). More detailed deswips

In this work, we study the nonlinear structure formationcan be found in our previous publications and here we keep
using N-body simulations for the general chameleon theothe discussion short to make the paper self contained, and fa
ries that we define here and which are parametrised by twahiliar readers can skip this section.

m(a) and5(a) functions [18]. Technically, we use a variant

of the Ecosmoacode [28], which is based on a public adap- . . .
tive mesh refinement (AMR) codeamsEs [24], to solve and A. Scalar-tensor theories with screening
evolve theN-body system.

Although chameleon theories, even in the nonlinear regime Thg Einstein-Hiloert action for the scglar f|elp! in a
have been studied extensively in the literature (¢.gl, 485 ger]enc scalar-tensor theory has the following form in thre E
those studies are mostly for specific models in a very resttic stein frame,

parameter space. As an example, simulationsffdt) grav- M2 1

ity have thus far only been done for the Hu-Sawicki model S = /d417\/—_9 {%R —5VeVee = V()

[26] which is equivalent to a chameleon theory with the cou-

pling strengthj(a) fixed to 1/4/6. Our study here, for the +/d4x\/__§£m(w7(1?7§uu)7 1)
first time, allows((a) to have a time evolutiélOur parame-

terisation allows us to follow a more systematic approach tq, which g is the determinant of the metric tensgy, and R

vary the different chameleon parameters and study thetsffec. - . . ()
guantitatively. In particular, we find that the chameleorchze is the Ricci scalar. We label then matter field by’ . The

anism is considerably more efficient than the dilaton and_squuantitiesf;,“, andj denote respeptively the metric tensor in
metron mechanisms in restoring GR in high-density region%he Jordan frame and its determinant, and they are connected
and at earlier times. Our results here show that linear geatu 0 g andg via the following conformal transformation,

tion theory fails almost whenever it predicts a deviaticomir - 9 - .8

ACDM, and point out the portion of the chameleon parame- v = A(P)gur, G = A7 (2)g. 2)

ter space that is relevant to cosmology today and in the near

future In the Einstein frame, the equation of motion (EOM) of the

scalar field has an extra term because heggplicitly couples
The layout of this paper is as follows: in[H we review to matter, and we get

scalar-type theories and show how they can be parameterised

simply; in 8MMwe briefly describe the generalised chameleon _ dav

model and the possible effects of varying each model parame- dep

ter; the equations that will be used in thebody simulations ) )

are summarised inf&] various tests of our code are presentedn Wh'Chg = —p+ 3P is the trace of the energy momentum

in 8[V]and then the cosmological simulations used in this work€Nsor™, p, P are the energy density and pressure of matter,

are discussed in[§Tt finally we summarise and conclude in & = V*V,, and the coupling strength betwegrand matter

SIVIT is given bys(¢) = MpidIn A/de.

Eg. @) is equivalent to that of a normal quintessence field,

To make things clearer, throughout the paper we use thgii, the bare scalar field potential replaced by a new effecti
unitsi = ¢ = 1 except where we useexplicitly. An overbar

i otential

(subscripty) denotes the background (present-day) value of £

quantity and subscript meansd/dep. k = 87GNn = Mg, Vet () = V() — (A(p) — 1)T. (4)

where Mp, is the reduced Planck mass afid; is Newton’s

constant, are used interchangeably for convenience. In the simplest cases.# has a global minimum in the cosmo-
logical background dominated by dust matter for whig¢h =
0 andT = —p,,. The value of the scalar field at the minimum
depends on the actual value @f,, i.€., Ymin = ©min(Pm)-
The mass of the scalar field @t,;,,, which is defined by

1 For other schemes to parameterise modified gravity st #]7Nate how- 9 d2 Vg (tp)

ever that those schemes are mostly limited to the lineaugiEtion regime m = —5—5 (5)

de? ’

of modified gravity, while the parameterisation here is giesd to account = Pmin

for nonlinearities.
2 As we will see below, there are further subtle differenceisvben the ime  must be positive because an imaginargan lead to violently

evolutions ofrm(a) in our chameleon models and the mode{ of [26]. unstable evolution of the perturbation of the scalar field.
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When matter is described by dust fluid (with radiation neg-global minimum ofV,¢. The scalar field dynamically tracks
ligible) so that there is no anisotropic stress, the linenelet ..., around which it oscillates rapidly [14], and the time av-

in the weak-field limit can be expressed as erage(Ver (¢min)) then acts as a very slowly-varying cosmo-
logical constant. In this simplified case, we can deterntiee t
ds® = —(1+2®)dt* + (1 — 2®)dx?, (6)  cosmic evolution of the scalar field in termsiefa) ands(a)

. o . . in background, as [18, 114]
where ® is the gravitational potential. This reduces to the

modified geodesic equation for matter particles 3 “ Bla
o) = [ Zp @it e QD)
L2 Mpy /... am?(a)
=-Vi{(®+InAlp)). 7
dt2 ( T (gp)) O where we have assumet{y) = 1, as required by the strin-

gent experimental constraints on the time variation of ferm

masses, which is proportional th .. is the scalar field value

at the initial timea;,,;, when the average matter density in the

Tog = ® + In Ap), ®) Unlverse_ls of the same order as that in typical test bodies in
laboratories today. Similarly, we have

and this is why the theory is considered as a modified gravity 3 a9
theory. Via) = Vo — ~— B z(a) P

As an example, let us consider a point magembedded Mg, Ja,,, am?(a)
in a homogeneous background density as the source of grav
ity. The effective gravitational potential could be obtdrby
solving the scalar EOM [12], as

We can understand E@f)(as the motion of a massive particle
in an effective gravitational potential

m(@)da,  (12)

wherely = V(a = ain;).
GivenV (a) andy(a), it is straightforward to derivé” as
a function ofy, V(¢). Similarly, 5(¢) can be reconstructed
GNM easily fromg(a) andy(a). As a result, the full nonlinear dy-
- (9 namics of the theory can be reconstructed elegantly usig th
background evolutions af: and 3. This ‘tomography’ [1B]
The second term in the brackets represents a Yukawa-type dRas turned out to be very useful as a generic parameterisatio
viation from Newtonian gravity (the fifth force), and thiswle  of modified gravity theories and the systematic simulations
ation can be of order unity iy < 1andg ~ O(1). However,  study their cosmological implicatiorls [12].
because botff andm are functions of the field itself and thus e can then express the screening condition,[Eqd), as
depend on local matter density, it is possible that near wess
bodies nonlinear effects mak&y) < 1 orm=! < 7. In dout  B(a)
such cases, the modification of gravity is strongly supess /a am?(a) pm
which helps to evade local constraints on the fifth force. Be-
cause the suppression of modified gravity here depends on tlie which for simplicity we have considered constant matter
massive body itself, we call thilf-screening. densitieou,in OUtside and inside the dense body, anld)ut
Self-screening is not the only mechanism to suppress this defined byp,, (ain,out) = Pin,out @NAFout = B(a = aout).
fifth force in modified gravity theories. Indeed, this sugpre ~ One can use the fact that the Milky Way must be screﬁaned
sion often also very strongly depends on #meironment of ~ to make a rough estimate about the screening condition. The
the body. In the case of chameleon theories, as shownlin [143veraged matter density inside the Milky Way~is10° times
the fifth force is effectively screened provided that the New that of the cosmic mean, which implies thﬁ& ~ 1072 its
tonian potentiaib v at the edge of a massive body follows the Newtonian potential at its surfaceds; ~ 10~5. On the other
relation hand, approximately the environmental matter densitytfer t
Milky Way can be taken as close to the cosmic nflearhich
[P0 — Pe| K 2B MP1 PN, (10)  gives usuou; ~ 1. Using these numbers, E@3) implies that
mo/Ho > 102. A similar bound can be deduced from the tim-
wheregp, is the minimum of/. inside the body angh.., 5 ing of binary systems [41] and the distance indicators fansst
are the minimum o¥.¢ and the coupling strength far away. In in dwarf galaxies([42]. Hence, for a given modified gravity
general|p.| < |¢oo|, and®y in Eq. (I0) determines theelf-  model to be screened locally, the fifth force can only act on
screening due to the massive body whilg, (via alsoS..)
characterises thenvironmental-screening. Note that although
(3 is often chosen to be constant in chameleon theories, this

does not necessarily have to be the case. 3 It happens that the surface Newtonian potential is rougigysame for the
Sun and the Galaxy, both ©(10~9). So if the Milky Way is not screened
to provide environmental screening for the Sun, then therlatill not be
self-screened either.

4 Clearly, this is only a simplified assumption, because thiMivay lives
in local high-density regions rather than the cosmolodiealkground. But

As we shall see shortly, a rough estimate of the local con- here the purpose is only to roughly estimate the possiblstaints coming

straints on the fifth force indicates thaf > H? around the from the Galaxy.

et = — |1+ 28(p)2e ("

r

(a)da < BoutMp®n,  (13)

in

B. Tomography
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scales of and below a few megaparsecs in a cosmological set- As discussed above, a coupled scalar field, if heavy enough
ting. Becausen itself is dimensional, in the rest of the paper (namelym(a) > H), can have its time evolution fully speci-

we shall use the dimensionless quantity fied bym(a) andg(a), both of which are determined as func-
tions ofa by the background cosmology. For the chameleon
— E’ (14) theory listed in[[18], it has been shown that
o m(a) = moa™", (18)
to parameterise modified gravity theori€ss proportional to B(a) = Bo. (19)
the range of the fifth force,
wherer > 0.
A = 2998¢ b~ 'Mpe. (15) As a straightforward generalisation of the chameleon idea,

in this paper we shall consider a power-law form of botfu)
Even in GR, length scales of order megaparsec are already (as in Eq.[[8) andj3(a):
the nonlinear regime and cannot be accurately describéd wit B
linear perturbation theory. The nonlinearity in the eqouidi Bla) = Boa™", (20)

for modified gravity only makes this situation even worsel an heres is a new model parameter to describe the generalised

previous gxperi_encelﬂm] show that linear perturbatieniy  chameleon theory. Using the tomographic mapping discussed
can be misleading whenever it predicts a deviation from GRgpove we find that

This has motivated us to analyse the large-scale struature f

mation in the chameleon theory more reliably, usigbody ©(a) _ P ¢ Bla) Kpm (a)da
simulations. Mpy  Mp  J,, am?(a) "
Pi 2 1 2r—s—3 2r—s—3
= 90, P —a ,
Mp * bot 2r—s—3 [a i }

Ill.  GENERALISED CHAMELEON THEORIES )
where we have used a subsctifit denote the value of a quan-

tity at the initial timea;, and{ = Hy/m as defined above.
As we take the limitz; — 0, the chameleon field is driven to

- dthe ab ti d t
In the original chameleon theory proposedir [7, 8], the cou’ — 0 and the above equation reduces to

A. Chameleon theory and its generalisation

pling function and the scalar field bare potential take the fo o(a) 9 0 9 9r—s_3 21

lowing forms respectively: Mp, 2r—s—3 mfog”a ' (21)
A(p) = ePoe/Mr1, (16) In order to study the nonlinear evolution ¢f we have to

Mo\ " know V., (), where a subscript denotes derivative with re-
Vip) =V (_m) i (17)  specttop, which governs the dynamics of the scalar field (see
¥ the N-body equations below). For this we find

Heref, > 0 is a dimensionless model parameter afds a d(kV (a)) da

parameter with mass dimension four. The chameleon screeti-Vie = T%

ing mechanism is graphically illustrated in F{@. In high 5 .3

matter-density regions the contribution from the mattar-co = =3QmfoHga (22)

pling to Vog (o) is large and the chameleon figldis trapped 9,50 Tty €2 Mp, P

in the small-field regimei(e., ¢ — 0) such that the fifth force, = —3QmBoH; [m} [T} (23)

proportional toﬁp, is very weaR; in low matter-density re- _ _
gions, in contrasty is big and so iV, resulting in a cos- N which Eq. @2 can be used in background cosmolog% and
mologically interesting fifth ford The essential features of linear perturbation analysis to replag. As (o, {2,, and¢

the original chameleon theory include an exponential dagpl ~ are all positive, to make sure that the quantities in E) ére
function A(¢) and a runaway potential. well defined we will requir@r —s—3 > 0 andy > 0 in what

followd]. We also require that > 2, sinceH?2 « o during
the matter-dominated era aftf « «~* in the radiation era,
so that one may havB? > m? at early times ifr < 2.

5 As an example, in theories with a strong chameleon effeetstalar field With V,,(¢), one could easily integrate to obtdif() an-

has very small value even in the background and under-deggens, say alytically and we have
@/ Mpy € [0,108]. In this case, the variation gf from the inside to the
outside of a massive dark matter halo is at mest?(10~%), while the 27972715352]{3 [27« —-5—-3 ¢ ] 2r—s—3

variation of the Newtonian potential is typicalt(10~5) or even larger, IiV(sO) =rVy — r
which means the fifth force is much weaker than standard tyramdeed, 2r—25—-6 92 Po&? Mpi
the smallness ap is a generic consequence of the chameleon effect.

6 One can also understand the suppression of the fifth forcegimrhatter-
density regions as a result of the locally very heavy scattd fnass, which
characterises the length scale the scalar degree of freedaloh propagate 7 Otherwise the terms in the brackets could be negative, rgakia power-
without being severely suppressed. law function ill defined.
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FIG. 1. lllustration of how the chameleon mechanism workse @lashed, dotted and solid curves are respectively thepbgeatialV' (¢) of
the chameleon field, the coupling function and the totalogiffe potentialV.s (). Left Panel: in high matter-density regions the minimum of
Ver (¢) is very close tap = 0 andﬁp is small so that the fifth force is strongly suppressidht Panel: in low matter-density regiong and
thereforeﬁp can be big, and so a nonzero fifth force takes effect in stradarmation.

forr —s # 3and

27 T ®
_ _ 202 g2e2p2) " (25
KV () = kVo — — Q7 € HG log {mmﬂoswpl}( )

force is, thus the strong clustering of matter relative &t th
ACDM (in which 3y = 0).

The parameter, which is the power index af:(a), deter-
mines the time evolution of the effective mass of the scalar

forr — s :_3. The perFurbation of the dark energy densit_y, field without changingno, which is the mass at = 0. The
V() — V() appears in the source for the Poisson equatioRmgajiery is (- > 0), the lighter the scalar field is at> 0, and

(see below), but it is generally very small and can be safely the |onger the range of the fifth force is. Due to the tomog-

neglected.

Giveny(a) ands(a), itis straightforward to find3 (). For
our parameterisation usings, we find that

N 99,8062 \ 7 2r—s—3
Alp) =1+ BO<27’—5—3 2r — 25— 3
o 17
X |:]WP1} (26)
and
. 2r—s—3 ¢ R
Ble) = Bo [W M—PJ (27)

As a result, botlV,, andg are power-law functions af.

B. Effects of varying chameleon parameters

raphy mapping, this also implies that the scalar field is less
heavy in high-density regions, leading to a weaker chanmeleo
screening and a stronger clustering of mafacall from the
above that we restrict ourselvesto> 2.

The parametes, which is the power index of(a), deter-
mines the time evolution of the coupling function. The more
negatives is, the weaker the coupling between matter and the
scalar field at > 0 becomes; because of the tomography re-
lation, this also means a stronger suppression of the fiftrefo
in high-density regions, and therefore weaker matter efust
ing. Note that here we restrict ourselvesstec 0 to avoid the
anti-chameleon effect: this can be seen by looking at[Eg. (27),
which shows that the coupling is stronger in high density re-
gions, or Eq.[(200), which shows that the coupling is strorger
earlier times. The situation is worserif- 3/2 < s < 2r — 3,
which implies thatA(y) decreases witkp by Eq. [26), and
there is no longer any minimum fof.¢.

The parametet, which is simplyH,/m, essentially sets

As shown above, our generalised chameleon theory is speghe effective mass: of the scalar field (and thus the effective

ified by four model parameters, namely, r, s and<. The ef-

range of the fifth force) at = 0. In all the chameleon simula-

fect of varying these four parameters on the structure fermatjons we study in this worké < 1. The largek is, the lighter

tion can be understood without solving the system expyicitl
The parametes,, which is the coupling strength at= 0,

controls the overall amplitude of the coupling throughdnet t

entire evolution history. The largé is, the stronger the fifth

the scalar field is and the stronger the fifth force becomes.

In what follows, we will find that theV-body simulations
confirm this analysis and also quantify these effects.



IV. THE N-BODY EQUATIONS lows (tilded quantities are expressed in the code unit):
. . . . - x ~ dt . c
This section serves to introduce ti&-body Poisson and T == dt = Hy—, ¢ = B
chameleon equations for the sake of completeness. For ¢his w 2“ ‘; 0
list the equations to be solved and describe the code urits us 5 _ _a?® s _ _pa 5= W
in our simulations, both of which can be foundlinl[L2, 23, 24]. (BH,)?’ P e BHy’

wherez is the physical coordinaté,is the physical timeg is
the speed of lighty.. the critical density at presersd,,, today’s
fractional energy density for matterthe particle velocity and
the Newtonian potential. BesideB, is the simulation box
ize in unit ofA~'Mpc. The average matter densityds= 1
in the code unit. Note that all these code quantities arewtime

A. Simplified field equations

The relevant equations which determine the dynamics o
the chameleon and gravity fields are

V2P ~ 4nG (pn — pim) (28)  sionless,
CQVQ‘P ~ Vo () = Voo (@) + Ap (@) pm — Ap (@) P (29)
d?7 = = di’ C. The discrete equations
CT _ Vo - — B 30 :
2 Ve = B(p)Ve = Ble)og, (30)
where we work in the quasi-static limit by dropping all terms [N cosmological simulations, the chameleon figlés gen-
involving time derivatives. erally extremely smalli(e., ¢/Mp; < 1) and must be positive

The validity of the quasi-static approximation was testedto make the logarithmic in Eq2) well defined. To prevent
explicitly in [28], which compared the time and spatial ¢eri ~ the numerical value o from becoming negative during the
tives and found that the former is indeed negligible. Nog,th computation and therefore causing divergence problems, we
rigorously speaking| [28] only tested thdt() is negligible, ~follow [28,[31,[33] to define a new variable= log(io/Mep1)
Where<<p> is the scalar field value averaged over the quick Oslnstead of USln-gQ |tS€|.f.- Throughout the cosmic evolution and
cillations, rather tharp itself, which can be as large 45| ~ 10m one spatial position to anothercan change by several
due to the oscillations. The oscillations themselves, lvewe ©rders of magnitude, byt| remainsO(1 ~ 10), making the
largely cancel out and it is the averaged effect that we oleser "Umerical problems easier to avoid when using _
—in this sense we believe that the testof [28] is accurate. We Using the quantities defined above, the Poisson equation,
have checked, using our linear perturbation code, thatfthe eEd- €8), can be written as
fects on cosmological observables (suclrgsdiffer by less .. 3
than~ 0.1% in the two cases where we respectively follow V2P ~ §Qma (r—1), (31)
the oscillations accurately and average over tHem [14].

It is tempting to try to solve the full time-dependent scalarand, after some manipulation, the chameleon equation of mo-
field EOM [43] in modified gravity simulations, but notice tha tion Eq. 29) reads
to follow the time evolution one has to resolve the oscilla- 0 -t
tions very well. It does not seem SO difficult at the backgibun T2eU ngﬁoﬁ i i a-1-s (32)
level, wheremq/H, ~ 102, meaning that to accurately re- é?
solve the oscillations one needs a facto@gi0) x O(103) ~ 3 -t
0(10%)—0O(10°) coarse time steps. However, even imiédly —= Qo i—i a 175,
high-density region one could have|,c../Ho ~ 105, re- ¢
quiring O(107) — O(10°) time steps to accurately follow the  gefore being implemented into thé-body code, the above

time evolution during the course of ali-body simulation. o4 ations must be discretised. For the Poisson equat®isthi
For comparison, the simulations in this paper uses a few huré'traightforward and we have

dred coarse time-steps so fully solving the EOM represents a
huge increase in the computational cost of a simulation. Us- 1
ing fewer time steps would mean that some sort of average h2
has been done implicitly, in the same sense as it is done in the
guasi-static approximation.

A full treatment of this issue is beyond the scope of this . .
work, but rigorous test of the quasi-static approximation f Where®; ;, denotes the value df inthe (i, j, k)-th cell of the
modified gravity theories is Something we pian to pursue ins|mula.t|0n gl’ld. The dISCI‘etlsed nonhnear Chameleon equa
the future. tion can be obtained in a similar way though it involves lange

B. Code units derivation,

[‘i)iﬂ,j,k + ‘i)iq,j,k + (i)i,jJrl,k + (i)i.,jfl,k + ‘i)i,j,kﬂ

~ ~ 3 ~
+(I)i,j,kfl - 6q)i,j.,k] = iﬂma (pi,j,k - 1) (33)

. L"(ui k) =0, (34)
The code units are based on (but not exactly) the superco- '

moving coordinates of [44]. They can be summarised as folwith the operatol.” (u; ; ) defined as



Lh(ui,j,k) = % {bi+%,j7kui+l,j,k — Ui j K (biJr%,j,k + bze%,j,k) + bi,%,j,kuiq,j,k}
‘f‘% {bi,jJr%,kui,j-ﬁ-l,k — Uik (bi,jJr%,k + bi,jf%,k) + bi,jfé,kui,j—Lk}
+% {bz‘,j,k+%“i,.i7k+l = Uijk (bi,j,kJr% + bi,j,kfé) + bi,j,kféui,j,k—l]
__34s s
5 b {} B T {} e (35)
c ¥ c ¥
|
Hereb = 0e*/0u = e*, In our simulation, Eq[34) will be solved using the Newton

Gauss-Seidel relaxation method, described as

1
bip1ip==bit1k+Dbijr), h(, Rold
A % e “ hoew _ hold _ L (ui,j,k ) (36)
o i,k T Tig.k OLh (/01
bi_i k= i(bi,j,k—i-bifl,j,k), W
andh is the cell size in the simulation gift where
BL" Ui 5k 52
au(i ;2 ) _ opz Visiik [ Wit 1, + Wimt e + Wit + Win1 gk + Uikt + Ui g1 — 6u; k]
62
52 (i1, + b1k + bijr1k + bij—1k + bijkt1 + bije—1 + 6bi k]
—_3 __2r_
+3QmA26;‘_j‘ka2 a* 3 4 =3 usz T %e“i’jv’“QQ a? 3 4 3 usz o
o s 9 £ s ¢
—3Q,, Ao pa 2tk (37)
TABLE I. The parameter values for the seven models used in the A. Homogeneous matter density field
code test.
parameter So s 3 In a homogeneous matter density field, the chameleon field
modela 0.5 3.0 00  0.001 ¢ must take a constant value given by
model b 1.0 3.0 0.0 0.001
modelc 0.5 4.0 0.0 0.001
model d 05 3.0 -—-1.0 0.001
modelel 0.5 3.0 0.0 0.0005 9 5 9r 3
modele2 0.5 3.0 0.0  0.002 = mﬂmﬂof a : (38)
modele3 0.5 3.0 0.0 0.005
V. CODE TESTS Our first test, therefore, is to fix the matter density field foa t

simulation grid, make a random initial guess about the \&alue

To make sure that our code works properly, we performed &f ©. let the Newton Gauss-Seidel relaxation iterate for a few
number of code tests, which are described in this section. Weteps, and see if approachesogy (¢ given in the above

tested the code for 7 models by varying the 4 parameters fdduation) in all grid cells.

the generalised chameleon model, namfilyr, s ands, and We did this test for 3 out of the 5 models described in Ta-
these are summarised in taffe Throughout this section we ) ajatq — 1.0, as shown in Fig2, in which we plotted the
adopt the unifi/p; = 1. values ofwu in all cells in thez-direction, both before (open

symbols) and after (filled

symbols) the relaxation. We could

see clearly a good agreement between the numerical saution
8 Note thath is also used in this paper to dendt /(100 km/s/Mpc), (filled symbols) and analytic results (the horizontal Iin&se
but there should be no confusion since it is easy to undetstaractual also did the test at several values:of: 1.0 and found similar
meaning based on the context. agreements, but these are now shown here for clarity.
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FIG. 2. (Colour online) Homogeneous matter field test. Shawen  FIG. 3. (Colour online) Point mass tests. Shown here as fiijed-
the values of the scalar fieldin all cells along thex-direction, with  bols are the values &y = ¢ — @ away from a point particle con-
y = z = 0. To make the plot clearer, only results for models a and bstructed as described in Ef.{39), along thdirection. To make the
are shown. Open symbols represent the initial guess and §ijl;-  plot less busy, we only show the results for 4 out of the 7 textets
bols of the same shape and colour represent the numericdios. listed in Tabld"V¥ (more details in the legends). We use salitves
Please note that, insteadyftself, shown here is. = log(y), which for the analytical solutions of Eq._{#1), which are good apjma-
is what the code outputs directly. The thick solid lines &eednalyt-  tions if the distance to the point mass is not too small.
ical solutions specified in EJ.(B8) for the two models, areythave
the same colour as the corresponding numerical solutions.
of the code’s failure — the former is because the magnitude of
0y is already at the level of discretisation error (which lignit
the code’s ability to make the solution more accurate by fur-
ther relaxation iterations, and this can be seen from the fac
Our second test makes use of the simplest spherically synihat the discrepancy happens at the same value-dbr all
metric density field, a point mass at the oridin/[23,28, 51], | models), and the latter is because of the fact that in degivin
which case there is an exact analytic solutioptr equiva-  EQq. @0 one artificially linearises a nonlinear equationl [28].
lently ») under certain simplifications.
The said density configuration can be construdted [28] as

Oijk = {

in which we have defined; ; , = p; ;» — 1. The analytical
solution can be obtained by solving the equation

B. Point mass

C. Sinedensity field

10~ gN3 -1),
otherwise.

~1074, (39)

The next two tests make use of one-dimensional density
configurations, which are obtained by eliminating theand
z-dependences of the density field. Starting from a given 1D
solution top, we substituted it into the chameleon EOM to
find the desired density field, and then used this density field
in the numerical code to solve fgr and compare with that
away from the origin (where the point mass is), in which theoriginal input.
mass of the chameleon ddfy = ¢ — ¢, is given bym? = The first such test uses a sine density field as first introduced
¢?Hg, and by doing that we found in [28], which in our code units can be written as

B Paltsg (2m)2
pla) = o= )
Qmﬂo 3

]2 — sin(2rz)] TS,

V260 = m?5p (40)

1 s
dip o< — exp(—mr), (41) sin(27z) [2 — sin(27ra)] 73
in whichr is the distance to the origin. (42)

In this test, the simulation box we chose has a length of _ _

250h~*Mpc and 256 cells on each side, and we tested all thén whichz is rescaled by3 and sax € [0, 1]. The correspond-
5 models at = 1.0. Fig.B compares the numerical solutions ing ¢ field which is associated wth this density field is
(symbols) ofdy in the z-direction to the analytical predic- o
tions (solid curves) given in EJ41), and it is clear that they p(z) = p[2 - sin2mz)]. (43)
agree very well for all tested models. We stress that the dis- We did this test for 6 models listed in Tali@ata = 1.0
crepancies on large and small values-are not indications and the results are shown in Fid. As expected, there is a
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FIG. 4. (Colour online) Tests with sine density fields, fonf of the FIG. 5. (Colour online) Tests with Gaussian density fields & out

7 test models (a, b, c, d, el, e2)aat 1.0 (see the legends). Shown of the 7 test models (a, b, ¢, d, el1, e2xat 1.0 (see the legends for
here are the numerical solutions (filled symbols)oélong thex- details). Shown here are the numerical solutions (filledtsyls) of
direction in the sine-type density field described in Eg)(42d the ¢ along thez-direction in the Gaussian-type density field described
analytical results of Eq[{43) (solid curves of the same wobs the  in Eq. [45), and the analytical results of Hg.l(44) (solidvesrof the
symbols). For this test the simulation box size2i#h~'Mpc and  same colour as the symbols). For this test the simulationsixexis

x is rescaled to make/B € [0, 1]. The simulation mesh ha:563 250h~ ' Mpc andz is rescaled to make/ B € [0, 1]. The simulation
cells. mesh hag563 cells.

good agreement between the numerical solutions (open sym- Fig [F shows the test results for 6 out of the 7 models sum-
bols) and the analytical results (filled symbols). marised in Tabl&lata = 1.0, and again the numerical solu-
tions (symbols) match the analytical solutions (solid es)v

of Eq. ver accurately.
D. Gaussian density field a- &9 y

The second test that makes us of a 1D density field assumes

a Gaussian-type solution {g given by E. Multilevels

oo [1 e <_ (z — 0.5)2)} (44) One of the most important features of theosmoGcode
W32 ’ is that it enables adaptive mesh refinements, and to make sure

that this part of the code also works correctly we need to test
t on the refinements. This is the task of this subsection.

The Gaussian test described above provides a good starting
point for the multilevel test here, because the densityresit
atxz = 0.5 could be made very large by choosing appropri-
fte values fory, which triggers refinements of the simulation
meshes. Indeed, when— 1, the fast change of density field

wherelW, « are numerical constants which are used to speci
the width and height of the Gaussian function. As beforis,
scaled by the boxsize so that [0, 1]. Note that the Gaussian
function inp(z)peaks at: = 0.5 while atz — 0 orz — 1 we
havey — @. Also,a — 1 makes|y| very small at: = 0.5.

The density field which is associated to the above solutio

to is , 4
#(x) close tox = 0.5 makes refinements essential to guarantee the
-1 {_ (1—0.5)2} {1 _9 (1—0.5)2} high precision. For simplicity, in the test here we only refin
s 2q €XP W2 W2 ; ; e I
p(x) = — _ the grid once, maklng this a ‘two-level _problem , with level
3Qm B0 W 1 oex [_ (Ifo_5)2} s 8 (9) representing the coarse mesh (refinement), wherd ‘leve
P w2 8 means the mesh ha$ = 256 cells in each dimension. On

(o2 ] 7B both levels we used Ed49) to set the density values in cells,
+ {1 —ae w2 ] a. (45)  and for level 9 we set the boundary conditions foby in-
terpolating the corresponding values in the coarse celishwh
Notice that such a density field is not exactly periodic at thecover the refinement boundary (more details can be found in
edges of the simulation box, but given thEtis small enough, [23]).
p — 0 at the box edges and periodic boundary conditions are Fig.[dshows the test results for model a only and for 3 dif-
approximately satisfied. ferent values ofx (0.999, 0.9999 and 0.99999 from top to
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model name 3y r

V)

¢ realisations

e ACDM - - - - 5
ETT T T T T T T T T T T TS baseline 0.50 3.0 0 0.001 5
F ] Al 0.25 3.0 0 0.001 5
w7 L i A2 075 30 O 0.001 5
Bl 0.50 20 0  0.001 5
F ] B2 0.50 2.5 0 0.001 5
1E8 _ _ B3 050 35 0 0.001 5
C1 0.50 3.0 —0.25 0.001 5
s i 1 Cc2 0.50 3.0 —0.5 0.001 5
1eo L =0.999, level 8 i C3 0.50 3.0 —1 0.001 5
“zg'zﬁﬁ'g ’6;‘/6’;"8 D1 0.50 3.0 0  0.0005 5
r a=0. , level ]
L. 09999, lovel 9 i D2 0.50 3.0 0 0.0015 5
1810 b . 20,0099, fovel 8 4 D3 050 3.0 0  0.002 5
E + 0=0.99999, level 9 E
B ] TABLE II. The parameter values for the 65 cosmological sinul
et L tions we have performed for this study. Note that ‘—' mearas the
0.42 0.44 0.46 0.48 0.50 0.52 0.54 0.56 0.58

parameters are unused for th€ DM case.
x/B

[14], and this is determined by the WMAR7 [46] cosmological
FIG. 6. (Colour online) Multilevel tests for model a@t= 1.0 and  parameters. In particular,
three different values af: 0.999 (red),0.9999 (green) and).99999
(blue) from top to bottom. The open and filled symbols, witmea {h, Qp, Qp, g, 08} = {0.71,0.267,0.733,0.963,0.801}.

shapes and colours, represent respectively the solutiopsatong . . . 1 . . .
the z-direction on level 8 (the domain grid) and level 9 (refinethen  OUr Simulation box is 128™"Mpc in each dimension, and the

and the Corresponding ana|ytica| solutions of m (44) hosve us- domain gr|& ha52563 CUbiC Ce”S. Any Ce” iS reﬁned and Sp“t

ing solid curves of the same colours. For this test the sitimmidox ~ into 8 son cells when the number of particles inside it exseed

size is250h~'Mpc andz is rescaled to make/B € [0,1] (code 9.0, and in our simulations the finest refinement levelHas

unit). The level-8 simulation mesh has6® cells. cells on each side assuming that it covers the whole box. We
useN, = 256° dark matter particles in the simulations.

In the rest of this subsection, we will focus on the effects
bottom). In each case, we represent the numerical solutions of changing each model parameter on the major cosmological
levels 8 and 9 by open and filled symbols of the same shapebservables such as the matter power spectrum and halo mass
and colour, and the analytical results Ed)(by solid curves  function. More specifically, we will analyse the results of o
of the same colour. Not surprisingly, the numerical and ananumerical simulations according to the following:
lytical solutions agree very well; so do the numerical Sohg
on the two different levels.

These tests make us confident about the reliability of our

code, and about the simulations we describe below. 2. How the power of the scalar field mass,affects the
results: models B1, B2 and B3;

1. How the amplitude of the coupling strength todA&y,
affects the results: models Al and A2;

VI, COSMOLOGICAL SIMULATIONS 3. How the power of the coupling strength, affects the
results: models C1, C2 and C3;

A. Simulation details 4. How the range of the fifth force;, influences the re-
sults: model D1, D2 and D3.

This section is the core of this paper, and it shows the i®sultyg see more clearly the effect of varying these four parame-
of the cosmological simulations of our generalised chaorele 15 we have also simulated a baseline mddel r, s, £} =
models. We simulated a total 13 models with different values 50 3.0, 0,0.001}, to which all other models are’cc’)mpared.

of By, r, s and¢, including the special case AfCDM which
corresponds t@, = 0.0, as summarised in Tabé[A]l For
each of the models we have 5 realisations to be averaged over B. Nonlinear matter power spectra
to make the physical predictions more statistically megnin
ful, and all these 5 realisations have the same physical and
simulation parameters, with the only difference being iirth
initial conditions, which are generated By GRAFIC [45] at
an initial redshiftz; = 49.0 using different seeds of random
numbers.

The cosmic expansion rate in all our simulated chameleor? In AMR codes such agAMSES and ECOSMOG the domain grid is the
models is very close to that of the standAdDM paradigm uniform (regular) grid which covers the whole simulatiormun.

The most direct way to see the effect of modified gravity on
the clustering of matter is to look at the matter power spatr
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FIG. 7. The fractional difference in matter power spectraaious chameleon models (different models are illustritethe legend) with
respective to that of thACDM model atz = 0. The curves with error bars show the simulation result, evttie curves without error bars
stand for the linear theory prediction. In each panel, theesuwith the same color and line style represent the sanrealkan model.

P(k). For this we have measured tRék) for our generalised field strongly couple and the fifth force for large-scale mode
chameleon theories and tA€€DM paradigm usingowMES  depends on the matter perturbation on smaller scales.datlin
[47], and calculated the relative differende”/Por. The re-  perturbation theory, such mode coupling has been supptesse
sults are shown in FigBlandg Another way to understand the point is the following: in kne

In Figs.[7 and[8, we can see that both the linear perturba-theory, the fifth force (is assumed to) depend only on the-back
tion results (the smooth curves) and the simulation prietist ~ ground matter density, while in nonlinear simulations iuac
(symbols) follow the trend as we have expected (SHEBJ).  ally depends on the matter density inside overdensitiestwhi
The linear perturbation prediction significantly overnesttes  is generally higher than the background density and thezefo
the relative growth with respect to that xCDM model in ~ makes it more suppressed due to the chameleon mechanism.
all cases, similar to what we found in the dilaton, symmetron Note that the agreement between linear perturbation theory
andf(R) gravity simulations [12, 40]. In particular, we notice andN-body simulation results is up to smaller scales at 1
from these figures that, linear perturbation theory failemt  than atz = 0, but this is most likely because both approaches
ever it predicts a deviation frotdCDM, and this can happen predict smaller deviations frotdCDM at earlier times when
on scales as large &s~ 0.05Mpc~!. This result casts strong the matter density is higher overall, rather than becansati
doubts on all the efforts which have been made to constraitheory works better at higher redshifts when density pbetur
chameleon-type theories using linear theory predictiand, tions are small. Indeed, a direct comparison between HFigs.
shows once again the crucial role played by nonlinear simulaand@g confirms that the (nonlinear) chameleon effect is much
tions. stronger at early times.

It may seem to be surprising that linear theory breaks down The upper left panel of Figd shows the effect of varying
on large scales which can be well described by it in standard, while all the other parameters are fixed to their baseline
cosmology, and the reason is that the chameleon theory itselalues (c.f. TabI&TA]). As shown AP/ Pgr increases when
is nonlinear, and this nonlinearity is in addition to the alsu [, rises. Specifically, we increase and decregdgseround
nonlinearity in real matter distributions. Consequeritithe 0.5 (which is the value of the baseline model) by 50% in
fifth-force calculation different Fourier modes of the dégns models Al and A2 respectively, and find strong variations in
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FIG. 8. The same as Hig 7, butat= 1.

the linear theory predictions & P/ Pgr. The simulation re-  deviation fromACDM, which is< 1% atk = 0.1hMpc—! —

sult of AP/Pgr, however, is smaller than- 2% down to  this clearly implies that is practically unconstrained except

k = 0.1hMpc~! even atz = 0. This small deviation is be- thats < 0.

yond the prepision of all current cosmological probes. FR_eca Finally, in the lower right panel of Figllwe have shown

that 5, here is chosen to have the same value as that in th@e effect of varying with all other parameters fixed. Since

dilaton simulations of [12], wher& P/ Por can be morethan ¢ is inversely proportional tau, an increase i results in a

~ 30— 40% — this shows clearly that the chameleon screeningmaller scalar field mass throughout the evolution histog a

is much more efficient in restoring GR in dense regions.  therefore more structures form due to the weaker suppressio
The upper right panel of Fi§l shows the effects of vary- of the fifth force. This is exactly what we see in this panel.

ing r while other parameters are all fjxed to the be_lseline val- Overall, FigslZlandgindicate that observational data on the

ues. The result is again consistent with the analysidIIE, matter clustering at present and in the near future will lyard

namely,AP/_PGR growsas _drops because a smallemeans lace any strong constraints on the chameleon-type modified

aless massive spalar field n the past or, thanks to the tomo(%ravity theories. One therefore has to look at other cosgiolo

raphy mapping, in de”?e reg|on§..For example,_ the chamele al probes, such as the halo mass functions and void proper-

screening in model B1 is less efficient than that in B2 at 0, ties, to detect any observable signatures of these thebvees

making gravity r_elat|\_/ely stronger in the former during ros will study the former in the next subsection and leave thetat
of the the evolution history, which is why the accumulated ef to future work

fect on matter clustering is much more significantin B1.

The lower left panel of Fiddillustrates the effect of vary-
ing s while other parameters are fixed to the baseline values.
As expectedA P/ Pir drops as decreases, which is because
a smaller coupling in the past or in dense regions necegsaril
means a weaker fifth force and therefore a decrease in the mat-
ter clustering. As we mentioned above, to avoid the unwanted Note that the models we study in this work generally have a
anti-chameleon effect we have to choase 0, which means much stronger chameleon effect compared tofttfe) models
that the baseline model, with= 0, gives thdargest possible  simulated in[[34|_40], which are the Hu-Sawicki modell [26]

1. Comparison with f(R) gravity model
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with n = 1 and|fro| = 1075,107%,10* respectiveid. ~ while atz = 1, smaller halos with mas&/ > 10'3n 1M,
From Egs. (12, 13, 18) of [34], it is straightforward to find  can also be well screened in some, if not all, cases.
The effects of varying the different chameleon parameters

Q (a_3 + 4&)3/2 are generally the same as what we have expected or have seen
mo_ m 2 ) (46)  inthe plots ofAP/Pgr, namelyAn/ngr increases asy, s
Hy 2| frol (1 + 43—A) and¢ increases or decreases. Different from the case of mat-

ter power spectra, however, the mass functions in chameleon
From this expression we can immediately learn two thingstheories show larger deviations from that’/c€DM, particu-
First, the¢ parameter in the Hu-Sawicki(R) model is given  larly in the low-mass end.

by A nontrivial feature in Fig9lis the turnover or\n /ngg for
models B1, B2, D1 and D2. Without loss of generality, let us
H, 2| frol take model D2 as an example and compare tgf{tfeé) model
= e Vo raan (47)  with | fro| = 1075 (F6) simulated in[[34]. In both cases, the

largest halos in the simulation box are well-screened, bgth
TakingQ,, = 0.25, Q) = 1—Q,, = 0.75andfry = —10-5, themselves and by their environmen'g (because large halds te
we havet ~ 0.78 x 10-3. Secondm(a) is a power-law func- to be produced out of very dense regions). When the halo mass
tion decreases, the self-screening becomes weaker and thealsalo h
a higher probability of living in average, or even underagns
m(a) o< a=*® (48) regions —the weakened screening means more matter cluster-
ing and production of more halos. Of course, there is a lighite
withr = —4.5fora™? > 3, while fora=® ~ O(1) thenm(a)  supply of matter to be incorporated into halos, and when more
stays almost a constant. In addition to these, it is well kmow |arge halos are formed there will be fewer small halos surviv
that f(R) gravity is a special case of chameleon theories withing the mergers and accretions, that has caused the turn-ove
Bo = 1/v/6 ands = 0. This is the same as what is found for the F6 modél ih [34] (see
Judging form the values @f s andj,, it may seem that the Fig. 11 therein) and also complies with the analytical ressul
Hu-Sawicki model withfzo = —10~% should lead to smaller ~ of [49,[50].
deviation fromACDM than the baseline model. It looks even  The chameleon effect in the rest of our simulated models is
more so if one considers that= —4.5 < —3 for smalla, and  too strong so that even low mass halos get screened to acertai
this seems to be inconsistent with the simulations. Note,her extent, making the growing trend with mass at the low mass
however, that- = —4.5 only happens for >> 1 when the end disappear. This can be seen by looking at the D2 model in
fifth force is negligible anyway, and at<S 1 m stays around  Fig[IQ the turnover disappears simply because the chameleon
my SO that the fifth force is indeed less suppressed than in the more efficient at higher redshifts. Also note thatat 1
baseline model here. the suppression of the fifth force is so strong that the diewiat
from ACDM almost vanishes for most models, which is the
same as we have seen in thé’/ P;r plots above.
C. Dark matter halo mass functions

We measured the dark matter halo mass functions from our VIl.  SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS
simulations using the publicly available coaer [4€], which
is efficiently parallelised usingipi andoPENMP. We define  To summarise, in this paper we have brought together two

the halo mass as the total mass containeftdm, the radius  essential techniques for the systematic studies of themonl

at which the average matter density inside drops below 20@ar structure formation in generic modified gravity thepoé
times the critical density. For each model, we have caledlat the chameleon type: a simple parameterisation scheme which
the binned relative difference in mass function with respec  covers all known chameleon theories using only four parame-
that of theACDM model (seel[12] for details). ters and a modified version of teEeosmoGcode to run high-

In Figs@andI0we show the ratios between the chameleonresolution simulations efficiently. This allows us, for test
andACDM mass functions from our simulationsat= 0 and  time, to get an overall picture about the behaviour of gdnera
z = 1 respectively. From these figures it can be seen clearlghameleon-type theories and the part of its parameter space
that the fifth force leads to an overall enhancement of the forwhich is relevant for cosmology.
mation of dark matter halos, and the effect is stronger on the The powerful tomography mapping [13,/ 14] enables us to
low-mass end of the mass function. The maximim/ncr  characterise the chameleon theory and its generalisai®ns
is around 50% for the models we simulated.zAt 0, halos  ing only a few parameters. In our case, there are two parame-
with massM 2 5 x 10"3h~"' M, are generally well screened, ters describing the present value of the scalar field mgss (

and its time evolutions(), and another two parameters de-
scribing the current value of the coupling strength)(@nd its
time evolution §). These 4 parameters cover most chameleon
10 For more details of the models and the definitiong g andn, seel[26]or  theories studied in the IiteraturE[lIB], and also the casts w
[34,[40]. Here we will quote the results rather than give adhgh review. varying (field-dependent) coupling tonlinear structure for-
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FIG. 9. The fractional difference in halo mass function ofimas chameleon models (different models are illustratethe legend) with
respective to that of th& CDM model atz = 0.

mation which have not been thoroughly investigated so far. more slowly as the matter density increases;

Following the logic of[12], here we focus on the qualitative ) L i
and quantitative behaviour of the generalised chamelean th ~ 3- increases, which increases the range of the fifth force
ory. We are interested not only in how varying the parameters ~ overall, or
changes the predictions of cosmological observables,|goit a
in how large the changes could be such that we can decide
which portion of the 4D parameter space would be of inter-
est to cosmologists and therefore merits further (and mere d  There are a few noticeable features which can be seen from
tailed) investigations in the future. As a by product, we tvan the nonlinear matter power spectrum predicted by our simula
to compare the efficiencies of the different screening mechaions. The first is that, as in the cases of dilaton [12] A0R)
nisms that have been explored by theorists — the chameleogravity [40] models where the screening is strong, linear pe
dilaton and symmetron mechanisms. turbation theory fails for general chameleon theories eher

To this end, we have simulated a total of 12 models whichit predicts a deviation frodCDM. The scale at which linear
form an extensive span in the parameter space. Starting frotheory breaks down can be as largé:as 0.05 hMpc~!: this
a default model witH 3y, r, 5, £} = {0.5,3.0,0.0,0.001},we s typically the scale where it is assumed to be valid. Thigxa
let each of the 4 parameters vary and take a few different valdoubts about the reliability of the works in which linear the
ues as summarised in Tafl#Al In this way, we can see ory predictions are used to constrain modified gravity thesor
clearly the effect of changing every parameter. such as chameleon, dilaton, symmetron @na) gravity.

The simulation results confirm our qualitative predictions Another feature of the chameleon theory is its efficiency of
based on simple physical arguments, namely the the fiftleforcscreening. The model parameters here, sugh,amnd¢, are
(and therefore the clustering of matter) is stronger if one:  chosen to be roughly the same as those in our previous dila-

1. increases,, which results in an overall increase in the 100 and symmetron simulatioris [12], but whilst the nonlinea

coupling strength between matter and the scalar field: matter power spectra in those models can diffe_r from those in
ping g ACDM by more thar80 — 40%, chameleon theories generally

2. increases;, which makes the coupling strength reducepredict much smaller deviations:(10%), indicating that the

4. decreases, which makes the fifth force less exponen-
tially suppressed in high-density regions.
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FIG. 10. The same as Hig 9, butat= 1.

chameleon screening could restore GR much more easily. F@an hardly be detected with precision in the near futureg-esp
the same reason, the effect of the fifth force also diminishesially because the deviations are mostly on small scalesevhe
more quickly backwards in time, compared to the symmetrorbaryonic physics and other effects could already be imparta
and dilaton case5 [12] —indeed at redshift 1 the fifth force  Consequently, we think that future simulations of chameleo

is almost completely screened in all our simulated models extype theories should be done for less conservative choices o
cept for B1, which hag = 2.0, meaning that the scalar field parameters, namely larger valuesigf s, £ and smaller values
massmn increases more slowly with matter density. The resultfor ». We hope that this work can serve as a useful guidance
implies that the strength of the fifth force is very sensitwe for such future works.

r, which is, of course, as expected.

Similar features can also be seen from the dark matter halo
mass functions. Here we find that, compared with the dila-
ton and symmetron theories [12], the deviations fré@DM
are more suppressed in the high-mass end, which can be be-ACD is supported in part by STFC. BL acknowledges sup-
cause large halos are more efficient in self-screening aud al ports by the Royal Astronomical Society and Durham Univer-
tend to be more screened by the environment because they aigy. HAW thanks the Research Council of Norway FRINAT
more likely to live in high-density environments. Thisisadu  grant 197251/V30 for support and Durham University for the
itatively similar to what we see iff(R) gravity simulations  hospitality where part of this work was carried out. GBZ is
[34]. Notice that the time evolution of the halo mass funetio supported by a Dennis Sciama Fellowship at the University of
shows the same pattern as the nonlinear matter power spectRortsmouth. PB is partially supported by ANR BLANC 2010
namely that at = 1 the deviation from\CDM is very small. ~ 041301. The simulations and the post-process of the simula-

The high efficiency in chameleon screening means that ouion data were performed on tis&IAMA machine at the Uni-
choices of the parameter values might be too conservative:\ersity of Portsmouth and on theosMA supercomputer at
deviation from theACDM matter power spectrum ¢f 10% Durham University.
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