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Abstract. The effect of massive neutrinos on the growth of cold dark matter perturbations
acts as a scale-dependent Newton’s constant and leads to scale-dependent growth factors
just as we often find in models of gravity beyond General Relativity. We show how to
compute growth factors for ACDM and general modified gravity cosmologies combined with
massive neutrinos in Lagrangian perturbation theory for use in COLA and extensions thereof.
We implement this together with the grid-based massive neutrino method of Brandbyge
and Hannestad in MG-PICOLA and compare COLA simulations to full N-body simulations of
ACDM and f(R) gravity with massive neutrinos. Our implementation is computationally
cheap if the underlying cosmology already has scale-dependent growth factors and it is shown
to be able to produce results that match N-body to percent level accuracy for both the total
and CDM matter power-spectra up to k < 1h/Mpe.
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1 Introduction

Observations of neutrino flavour oscillations [1, 2] demand that at least two of the neutrino
states are massive [3]. While the absolute mass of each of the three mass eigenstates is
unknown, there are strong constraints on the difference in mass between the states which
implies that at least one of them has a mass greater than ~0.06 eV.

Massive neutrinos are known to affect the formation of structure in the Universe by
suppressing structure formation at small physical scales [4-9]. This is in contrast to the
effect of modified gravity models, which tend to enhance structure formation. With many
current observations providing strong constraints on deviations from the ACDM (A-Cold-
Dark-Matter) cosmology [10, 11], the opposing effects of massive neutrinos and modified
gravity offer a potential alternative to ACDM when combined [12-18].

Multiple methods of including the effects of massive neutrinos in N-body simulations
have been presented and used to make predictions for cosmological observables [19-29]. High-
resolution N-body simulations are still the only game in town if one wants to produce simula-
tions that are accurate over a wide range of scales; however, they have the downside of being
very computationally expensive to perform. For the next generation of galaxy surveys such



as Euclid [30], eBOSS [31], DESI [32], WFIRST [33], LSST [34], and SKA [35], there is a
need to develop large ensembles of galaxy mocks that include the effects of massive neutrinos
in order to model the observables and their covariances. For such purposes faster methods
are needed (see e.g. [36-50] and [51] for a recent comparison of some of these methods).

In previous work [52], we presented a code MG-PICOLA' to perform fast, approximate
numerical simulations of structure formation in models that have scale-dependent growth us-
ing the COmoving Lagrangian Acceleration (COLA) approach [43] (see also [44] for a similar
approach). The COLA approach differs from traditional N-body simulations in that we solve
for the perturbations about the particle trajectories predicted by Lagrangian perturbation
theory. This allows us to take large N-body time-steps, thus saving a lot of computations
(COLA is generally 2-3 orders of magnitude faster than N-body), while at the same time
keeping accuracy on the largest scales, making the COLA approach well suited for produc-
ing large ensembles of galaxy mocks. In this paper we demonstrate how to extend this
method to incorporate both modified gravity and massive neutrinos simultaneously in a
quasi-nonlinear manner. The method is quasi-nonlinear because we only consider a linear
neutrino density perturbation, such that the total density matter perturbation is defined
Om = (PepOchb —i—ﬁl,dl(,l)) /Py Where we track non-linearities only in d.,. Here the subscripts ‘m’,
‘cb’, and ‘v’ represent the total matter, cold dark matter + baryon, and massive neutrino
components respectively. fq, and f, are the fractional contributions of those components
to the total matter density parameter €2,,. The superscript numbers refer to the order in
the perturbative expansion. We discuss the validity of only considering the linear neutrino
density perturbation in Appendix B. We note that other fast, approximate methods can
also handle massive neutrinos, namely PINOCCHIO (PINpointing Orbit-Crossing Collapsed
Hlerarchical Objects) [49, 50].

The paper is organised as follows. In Section 2 we recap how the first order growth factor
is calculated in ACDM without massive neutrinos (Section 2.1), modified gravity without
massive neutrinos (Section 2.2), and ACDM with massive neutrinos (Section 2.3), before
explaining our extension for cosmologies with both modified gravity and massive gravity in
Section 2.4 and presenting the results. In Section 3 we repeat this for the second order growth
factors. In Section 4 we describe how these growth factors are implemented into the COLA
approach. We present and discuss the outputs of our extended code in Section 5 and then
conclude in Section 6.

2 First order growth factors

2.1 ACDM without massive neutrinos

In Lagrangian perturbation theory (LPT; see [53] for a review) the position of a particle of
species s’ xg; is written in terms of its initial position ¢g; and a displacement field Ug; as
Tsi = qs; + Vsi(q, 7). Here 7 is defined such that dr = dt/a®. We expand the displacement
field in a perturbation series

Uy = eV 2o P (2.1)
and by assuming Wg; is curl-free we can write \Ilsgn) = tiqbsn) where ¢§”) is a scalar field.
We expand the cold dark matter (CDM) + baryon density contrast in a perturbation series,

'The code can be found at https://github.com/HAWinther/MG-PICOLA-PUBLIC while the original
L-PICOLA code on which it is based can be found at https://github.com/CullanHowlett /l-picola



and use the Jacobian of the transformation between z.,; and gcp; to write

-1
Oy 2) |y 0y 25 (2:2)

Och, =
b 'a(CII7Qy>QZ>

Thus the CDM+baryon density contrast can be written in terms of the displacement-field
order by order as

5<(;t1)) = _\Ijgt)i,i ) (2.3)
2 2 1 1 1
5£b) = _\Ijt(:b)z',i T3 ((‘I’gb) i,i>2 + (\Ilf;b)i,j)2> ; (2.4)

where Wy ; j = 0¥, /0q;. To first order, the Lagrangian equation of motion for the CDM+baryon
component is

&2
5l = Ve (2.5)

In ACDM the only matter in the late-time Universe sourcing the Newtonian potential ®p is
CDM-+baryons, such that we can write d,, = d¢qp. To first order the Poisson equation is thus

V.2by = k64 (2.6)

where xk = 41Gpa* = %QCbHOQa. The equations above combine to yield

d? 2. (1)~
P k| Vyq ¢Cb (%7') =0, (2-7)

and qucbglb) (G, Tini) = —(5&110) (¢, Tini) follows from assessing Eq. (2.3) at 7p;. We can separate
out the time dependence with qﬁg)) (q,7) = DLCb(T)(ﬁ&)) (¢, Tini) where the growth factor Dy ¢y
only depends on time and satisfies the simple ODE

dQDl,cb
dr?

— KDy, =0. (2.8)

le,cb(Tini) _ (ldj
dr — \adr
sponding to the growing mode in a matter dominated universe (Einstein-de Sitter).

The initial conditions are set such that Dj c,(7ini) = 1 and )‘T:T ~ corre-

2.2 Scale-dependent modified gravity without massive neutrinos

For modified gravity theories where the growth factor is scale-dependent the situation be-
comes a little more complicated than in ACDM. We will here consider a general, first order
parametrisation of the gravitational potential in Fourier space

Fy [Va20n(3,7)] = ke (b, 7)F [64)(7,7)] (2.9)

where k is the Fourier coordinate with respect to coordinate ¢, and uyg is the effective
Newton’s constant for a modified gravity theory. The addition of the scale-dependent ung
in the Poisson equation means that, unlike in ACDM, we can no longer separate time and



space. However, we can instead separate time for each Fourier mode. Inserting Eq. (2.9)
into the Fourier transform of Eq. (2.5) with respect to ¢ and using the Fourier transform of
Eq. (2.3) with respect to ¢ yields

<d7_2 — # e (k, T)> ey (K5 7) =0, (2.10)

which allows us to make the split qﬁgt)(lg, 7) = Dy b (k, T)(bglb)(E, Tini) Where the growth factor
satisfies

dle,cb(kv T)

dr2 - KMMG(k’T)Dl,Cb(k’T) = 07 (211)

with the initial field given by k2¢£t)(l_€', Tini) = (5&)(1_5, Tini)- We assume that at early times the
modified gravity effects are negligible such that the initial conditions are still those for an
Einstein-de Sitter universe: Dj o (k, 7ini) = 1, %&kmm) = (%g—ﬁ) ‘T:T, '
differential equation can be solved numerically at each set of (k,7) values for a given model
with specified unvc(k, 7). We list unvg(k, 7) formulae for different modified gravity models in

Appendix A.

. This second order

2.3 ACDM with massive neutrinos

In order to account for the additional effect of massive neutrinos on the first order growth
factor DY~ O for matter perturbations in ACDM without massive neutrinos, we follow the
practice of [54] and use the following fitting formulae to calculate the first order growth factor
of CDM+-baryon perturbations D o, and total matter perturbations D, in cosmologies
with massive neutrinos:

0.77 Peb /0.7

D™=0(7)
1,cb =0 1—
Diap(k,7) = |14 [ — b Dm=0(y1=pen 2.12)
ob(b7) <1+yfs(><;fu) ieh (
pcb/0-7
Dmy:O(T) 0.7
0.7/peb 1,cb my,=0 1—

Dy e (k,7) = o[ eb 2 D=0 () l=pen 2.13

1,Cbl/< ) be <]~+yfs(X7 fu) 1,cb ( ) ( )

where

1
P = 5 [5 1+ 24fcb] >0, (2.14)

upa06 J) = 1720, (1+ 04881, 71°) (Nux/ 1,)% (2.15)
ke et = K um?)2a —1/2 2.16
X_Mpc_l 5.7(20h%) —m( oHy) (1+ 2eq) ; (2.16)

and f; = Q;/Qun is the density ratio for species i, N, is the number of massive neutrino
species, and O9 7 is a measure of the CMB temperature at z = 0 using Tcvyp = 2.702 7K.
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Figure 1: Comparison between CAMB and the fitting formula method Eq. (2.12) for the ratio
of the first order CDM+baryon growth factor at z =0 to z = 1 for a GR + massive neutrino
cosmology with m, = [0.2,0.4,0.6] eV. The ratio has been normalised to the ACDM case
without neutrinos, which is given by the horizontal dashed line.

This method allows us to insert ACDM D{”C”bzo values that we calculate by solving
Eq. (2.8) into Egs. (2.12, 2.13) to calculate D" and D", which then include the effect of
massive neutrinos at linear order. 7 ’

An alternative method for computing D; ., values would be to use the output of a
Boltzmann solver code, such as CAMB [55]. In our implementation, we allow for both methods
to be used as per the user’s preference.

Figure 1 displays a comparison between the outputs of Eq. (2.12) and CAMB. Specifically,
the figure plots the ratio of the first order CDM+baryon growth factor at z =0 and z = 1,
Di ev(k,z = 0)/D;y cp(k,z = 1). The comparison is done for three GR+massive neutrino
cosmologies with m, = [0.2,0.4,0.6] eV. The ratio has also been normalised to the ACDM
case without massive neutrinos. Figure 1 shows that the output of Eq. (2.12) matches CAMB
to an accuracy of < 1% for neutrino masses m, < 0.6 eV up to k = 1.0 h/Mpc.

~

2.4 Scale-dependent modified gravity with massive neutrinos

Eisenstein and Hu originally only considered ACDM D{"/~ O values as input to Eqs. (2.12,

2.13). In this work we extend their idea by using D;’?gb: 0 values for modified gravity cosmolo-
gies without massive neutrinos as input instead, these having been calculated numerically
by solving Eq. (2.11). This adds the effect of massive neutrinos to the modified gravity
models, enabling us to compute growth factor values for modified gravity + massive neutrino
(MG+m,,) cosmologies at linear order.

To test the fitting formula method for growth factors in MG+m,, cosmologies, we first
verified that our extension to the fitting formula method gives accurate values of D o, and
Dy ¢1,, by comparison with the output from MGCAMB, which is an extension of CAMB for modified
gravity models [56, 57]). These comparisons can be seen in Figures 2-4 for D; ¢, in the Hu-
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Figure 2: Comparison between MGCAMB and the fitting formula method Eq. (2.12) for the
ratio of the first order CDM+baryon growth factor at z = 0 to z = 1 for a f(R) + mas-
sive neutrino cosmology with |fgo| = 107* and m, = [0.2,0.4,0.6] eV. The ratio has been

normalised to the ACDM case without massive neutrinos, which is given by the horizontal
dashed line.

Sawicki f(R), symmetron, and dilaton modified gravity models. As in Figure 1, the plots
show the ratio of the first order CDM+baryon growth factor at z = 0 and z = 1, Dy op(k, 2z =
0)/D1cb(k,z = 1), the ratios have been normalised to the ACDM case without massive
neutrinos, and the comparison is made for three different neutrino masses m, = [0.2,0.4, 0.6]
eV. Figure 2 shows that the ability of the fitting formula to recover MGCAMB first order growth
values for f(R)+ m, cosmologies decreases as m, increases. However, for the F4 model of
f(R) gravity (where |fgo| = 10™%) that we consider in Figure 2 the output of Eq. (2.12)
matches that of MGCAMB to an accuracy of < 1% up to k = 1.0 h/Mpc even for m, = 0.6 eV.
Similarly, for the values of parameters we have considered here, Eq. (2.12) matches MGCAMB to
an accuracy of < 1% up to k = 1.0 h/Mpc for both the symmetron and dilaton cosmologies
with neutrino masses m, < 0.6 eV.

We also wanted to test whether the growth factors calculated using this method could
be used to accurately ‘backscale’ the linear total matter (CDM+baryon+massive neutrino)
power-spectra at z = 0 so that they closely matched the linear total matter power-spectra
output at earlier z by MGCAMB directly. This was done using the relationship

Dl,cbu(ka Z)
Dl,cby(ka z=0

2
Py (k, 2) = [ J P (k, 2 = 0) . (2.17)

In Figures 5-8, we display the resulting backscaled total matter linear power-spectra for the
GR, f(R), symmetron, and dilaton gravity models with m,=[0, 0.2, 0.4, 0.6]eV at z = 1.3.
As for the first order growth factors, we find that, for the values of the model parameters

considered, using the fitting formula method to backscale the z = 0 linear total matter power-
spectrum to z = 1.3 recovers the same result as is output by MGCAMB directly at z = 1.3 to
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Figure 3: Comparison between MGCAMB and the fitting formula method Eq. (2.12) for the
ratio of the first order CDM+Dbaryon growth factor at z = 0 to z = 1 for a symmetron +
massive neutrino cosmology with 5, = 1, a, = 0.5, & = 1/2998, and m, = [0.2,0.4,0.6] eV.
The ratio has been normalised to the ACDM case without massive neutrinos, which is given
by the horizontal dashed line.
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Figure 4: Comparison between MGCAMB and the fitting formula method Eq. (2.12) for the
ratio of the first order CDM+Dbaryon growth factor at z = 0 to z = 1 for a dilaton + massive
neutrino cosmology with Sy = 0.41, & = 1/2998, S = 0.24, R = 1, and m, = [0.2,0.4,0.6]
eV. The ratio has been normalised to the ACDM case without massive neutrinos, which is
given by the horizontal dashed line.
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Figure 5: The linear total matter power-spectrum at z = 1.3 for a GR + massive neutrino
cosmology with m, = [0.2,0.4,0.6] eV, calculated using both CAMB and the fitting formula
method Eq. (2.12). This power-spectrum is normalised to the fiducial ACDM case without
massive neutrinos, which is shown by the horizontal dashed line.

an accuracy of < 1% up to k = 1.0 h/Mpc for each of the cosmologies with neutrino masses
my, < 0.6 eV.

3 Second order growth factors

3.1 ACDM without massive neutrinos

To second order, the Lagrangian equation of motion for the CDM+baryon component is

cb i,8 (1) cbi,j 2
dr2 B \chb 7,8 dr2 =-V,;"dy ) (3.1)

and the second order Poisson equation is
V20N = k0D . (3.2)

Using \I/l(-n) = tigb(") and Eq. (2.4), the above two equations combine to yield
d? 2 K 1 1
(dﬂ - ) V2 = =5 [(Va0l) = (V4 V4,05)7) - (3.3)

Again we can separate out the time dependency completely with qﬁg)) (q,7) = Dgycb(’]’)¢£i) (@, Tini)
and write
d?Ds e,
dr?

— Kk Dycp = — K;Dicb ) (3.4)
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Figure 6: The linear total matter power-spectrum at z = 1.3 for a f(R) + massive neutrino
cosmology with |fro| = 107* and m, = [0.0,0.2,0.4,0.6] eV, calculated using both MGCAMB
and the fitting formula method Eq. (2.12). This power-spectrum is normalised to the fiducial
ACDM case without massive neutrinos, which is shown by the horizontal dashed line.
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Figure 7: The linear total matter power-spectrum at z = 1.3 for a symmetron + massive
neutrino cosmology with g, = 1, a, = 0.5, & = 1/2998, and m, = [0.0,0.2,0.4,0.6] eV, cal-
culated using both MGCAMB and the fitting formula method Eq. (2.12). This power-spectrum
is normalised to the fiducial ACDM case without massive neutrinos, which is shown by the
horizontal dashed line.
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Figure 8: The linear total matter power-spectrum at z = 1.3 for a dilaton + massive

neutrino cosmology with Sy = 0.41, §, = 1/2998, S = 0.24, R = 1, and m,, = [0.0,0.2,0.4, 0.6]
eV, calculated using both MGCAMB and the fitting formula method Eq. (2.12). This power-
spectrum is normalised to the fiducial ACDM case without massive neutrinos, which is shown
by the horizontal dashed line.

For an Einstein-de Sitter Universe the physically relevant solution has Dj o, = —%D%’Cb SO
e ey oy dD c ini
the initial conditions are taken to be Dj ¢, (Tini) = —% and % = —g (%%) ‘T:nni' The
initial field qbii)(cj’, Tini) satisfies
2, - 1 1), 2 1), 2
Vo o0 (@ mmi) = 5 [(vq%ﬁﬁb)(q, 7)) = (V4 Vay0l) (@ 7ni)) } . (3.5)

3.2 Scale-dependent modified gravity without massive neutrinos

In a theory where the growth factor is scale-dependent, there are several additional compli-
cations at second order. When taking the Fourier transform of Eq. (3.1) with respect to g we
will need an expression for F, [Vx2<1> ~N(Z, 7')] which will contain frame-lagging terms above
linear order [58]. For the general case where the scale-dependence at n'! order is encapsulated
in the effective Newton’s constant u(”)(k, 7) the Fourier transform with respect to = up to
second order is

Fo V2@, )] = kD ks, )85 (R, 7) + 1 0 (e, )03 (R, 7)

By d3ky - - -
+atH? / 00 = kB E Ry o, )0 (61,700 (2, ) (3.6)

where kg is the Fourier coordinate with respect to #, dcb(kg,7) = Fu [0eb(Z,7)] (k) and

Elz = El + Eg. We can show that the corresponding Fourier transform with respect to ¢
at second order for the specific case of scale-dependent modified gravity without massive

~10 -



neutrinos is [52, 58, 59]
Fy [Va20(7,7)] = 5 pnac (k, 70 (K, 7)

BhdPky . - - - - -
+a4H2/(217r)326D(kk1 V2 (K, 1, ki, )05 (1, 70 (B2, 7) , (3.7)

k‘2
O(€?). There is also a frame-lagging effect on 753, but this would be a third order term so it
is not included here.

where we have defined 7o = Y430, (7) [umc (k, 7) — e (k1, 7)) E1-k2 and 5§b) =F, [5£i) (4, 7')} (k)+

We write (b((j)) (in a way that will become clear later) as an expansion

- - - -

1 [ Bk d3ky . - - -
S 5 (F — F12)0) (B, 7ini) 8L (R Tini) Db (B, it Bz, 7) 5 (3.8)

@y L
bap (K:7) = —513 (2r)3

where 5&1))(1_5, Tini) corresponds to the initial density field. With <Z>$) written in this form,
substituting Eq. (3.7) into the Fourier space version of Eq. (3.1) leads to the second order
differential equation for Dy o

P2 L
[ - HMMG(k,T)] Dy v (k, k1, k2, 7) = — k v (k, 7) D1 e (K1, 7) D1 b (K2, T)

dr?
[2NMG(’f1aT) - MMG(’CJ)} (k1 - ks)?
x<1— s
pvc (k, 7) kik3

2a4H272(Ea k‘_ia k_éa T) (3 9)
Ii,u,M(;(k',T) ’ ’

with initial conditions

R 3 (k1 - k)2
D ¢ kvkaka ni) = — 5 1 ——5== 5 3.10
2, b( 1, R2, T ) 7 ( k%k% ( )
dDy e, (K, k1, k2, Tini o1 - k)2
2, b( y K1, K2, Tj ) _ _§ 1_ (kl k:Z) 1 da (311)
dr 7 k2k3 adr S

For most modified gravity models v, is only a function of the wavenumber norms k: Sk, kg
and the dot-product k‘l k:g The dp function in the integral for Dy enforces k:g = k- k:l,
so solving Eq. (3.9) becomes a three-dimensional problem such that we only need to solve it

for the combinations of k, k; and cosf = lzlllfj that correspond to a valid triangle in Fourier
space.

Evaluating the integral in Eq. (3.8) at each time-step, without being able to rely on fast
Fourier transforms, would ruin the speed of the COLA approach. As in [52], we therefore
settle on an approximation for this term. We replace Eq. (3.8) with

@)/ _ ﬁ?,cb(kﬂ—)
d)Cb (k77-) = — T
Chadhy o o Wz (ky - k)2
X /W5D(k—k12)5cb (F1, Tini)doy (K2, Tini) | 1 — e ) (3.12)

- 11 -



and replace Eq. (3.9) with

d’Dy e A
de2,¢ — G (k, 7) Dot = — # pivc (k, 7) DY g, (K, 7)
20" H*
X (1 + ¢ 72(14:’ k/\/ia k/\/i? T)) ) (313)
R MG
. . .. Aini 3 df)iﬁ?éb _ _ 6 (1lda
which has initial conditions Di = —32 and —2 = -5 (142) ‘T:T .

3.3 ACDM with massive neutrinos

When including massive neutrinos at second order instead of first order, we no longer have
fitting functions available that can add the effect of massive neutrinos to a growth factor
calculated for CDM+baryons in cosmologies without massive neutrinos. In the method that
follows, we treat the massive neutrinos as entirely linear such that §, = 5,(,1). Thus the only
non-linearity comes from the CDM+baryon component ¢, = 5&) + 6&?. This idea has been
implemented and tested in N-body simulations [19] and in Standard Perturbation Theory
(SPT) [60-62]. Reference [63] raised the issue that the treatment of massive neutrinos as
purely linear causes problems stemming from the violation of momentum conservation. We
discuss the impact of this on our work in Appendix B.

Now that we are including massive neutrinos, the gravitational potential is sourced by
both CDM+baryons and the neutrinos, and thus the Fourier space Poisson equation up to
second order is

Fo [V20N(E,7)] (F) = 5 (553 + 59) — 4nGa'p,, (553 + 55@) . (3.14)

We can expand the expression p,, (61(&) + 553)) as

D1k, m) N~ 1) G
[t L S AR ) )
Dl’cb(k, 7_)) pm cb + bepm cb

= P (11, U, )05 + fe8)) (3.15)

P | Py O\ _
<fcb + fu

such that Eq. (3.14) becomes
Fo [V205 (7, 7)] (F) = 1 (/,Lmu(k, 7)ot 4 fcbagf)) . (3.16)
Therefore the Fourier transform with respect to ¢ instead of x is

Ty [V22B(F,7)] = Kty (b, )0 (K, 7) + K fanb) (K, 7)

Bhrd3ky . -
+ n/ (21T)325D(/€ = k12) [pm,, (ks 7) = pm,, (K1, 7))

El'EQ
X

12 5£é)(E177)5£é)(E2,T). (3.17)
2
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Inserting this into the full equation of motion up to second order yields

k2 > (1) k (2) k F \I/(l) d2\1]$))ivj
— (o k) + 0 k)) + 7, [0l —

— Fy [V220(F,7)] = & i, (k, 70 (8, 7) + i fend D (K, 7)

Blyd3ky . - -
+ m/ W(SD% — k12) [ttm,, (k, T) — pim, (K1, 7)]
k1 -k . .
x 1,{;72225&)(%1,7)5310)(%2,7) . (3.18)

We can separate out the first and second order terms into two equations. The first order
equation is

24 (k. 7)

k'2
dr?

= ity (b, 6D (R, 7) (3.19)

We use the Fourier space versions of Eq. (2.3) to write

d 1)
(de - ”Hmu(k77)> Cepy (F7) =0 (3.20)

The first order equation can be solved numerically at each (k, 7), where the initial conditions
are given by inserting the EdS initial conditions into the fitting formula Eq. (2.12). The
second order equation is

&3k d3 ..
H/I%Mk—hﬁmm%ﬁ%ﬁmxhﬁﬂ

ki - k . .
x 225k 76 (R, ) . (3.21)

k3

We use the Fourier space versions of Eq. (2.4) to write

d? - 1
K (de - ”fcb) o4 (k,7) = 5 K faoF {‘I’&)i,i‘l’&)m UG5 g

o ey Bldky . - -
—F W _— K WéD(k - kl?) [Mmy (k‘,T) - :umu(klﬂ—)]

ki-ka (1), .
% 17258}(/@1,7)5&)(1{;2,7) . (322)
2

If we define ¢£i)(lgv 7) as in Eq. (3.8), rewrite the final term in Eq. (3.20) using the first order
solution, and write out the Fourier transforms explicitly, then the second order equation

~13 -



becomes
&2 Lo
<d7-2 - chb) Dy cv,(k, k1, k2, 7) = £ D1 e, (K1, 7)D1eb (K2, T)

ki1.k2)?
S {mm(km) ~ o) 82
12

*fcb + [:U’mu(kv T) - Hm, (klv T)] klk:QkQ } : (3'23)
2

As for the case of modified gravity without massive neutrinos, the integral in Eq. (3.8)
would be very slow to evaluate at each time-step. To circumvent this problem, we make an

approximation by redefining qbgi) as

@,= _ Daap(k,7)
¢Cb (kaT) - %2
Chid’he o = 2 ) (k1 - 2)?
IR 5k — K1)V (6 7o) 6D (o ) (1= VLT 50y

and setting ftm,, — feb, which leads to the following equation for ﬁg,cb(k, T):

2
(jTQ e fcb> Doan(ko7) = — i fepD? oy (k. 7) (3.25)
For f., = 1 we recover the equation for ACDM without massive neutrinos. For a matter
dominated Universe and for scales smaller than the neutrino free-streaming scale we have
Dy o, ~ —MWD%CID which can be used to set the initial conditions when solv-
ing it numerically. The u,,, — fo, approximation was previously made in [60, 61] for a
ACDM+massive neutrino cosmology in Standard Perturbation Theory. They argued that
the small value of f, suppresses the non-linear corrections to the above approximation of
treating the massive neutrinos as an exclusively linear density perturbation. We have tested
the effect of using iy, (k) instead of fu in Eq. (3.25) for the second order growth-factor
in our COLA implementation (to be presented in the upcoming section). This change was
found to have an negligible effect (< 0.1 — 0.5 % ) on the total matter power-spectrum for
wavenumbers k < 1 h/Mpc.

In Figure 9 we show the difference between pi,y,,, calculated using Eq. (3.15), and fop,
in the range 0.01 < k < 1.0 h/Mpc to highlight the consequences of making this approx-
imation. Figure 9 shows that the approximation is less important as k — 1.0 h/Mpc,
but also shows that the approximation becomes less accurate as m, increases. Specifically,
at k = 0.01 h/Mpc, the percentage difference between i, and fq, is 1.5/3.0/4.5% for
m, = 0.2/0.4/0.6 eV respectively.

3.4 Scale-dependent modified gravity with massive neutrinos

In the case with both modified gravity and massive neutrinos, the Fourier space Poisson
equation up to second order, with the potential ® being sourced by both CDM+baryons and

— 14 —
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Figure 9: The value of p,,, as a function of k£ calculated using Eq. (3.15) at z = 0 for both
GR and F4 cosmologies with neutrinos of mass m, = [0.2,0.4,0.6] eV. The horizontal dashed
lines plotted are the values of f., at each neutrino mass, which highlight the consequences of
setting pi,,, — fep in the approximate second order growth factor equations Egs. (3.25) and
(3.31).

massive neutrinos, is

A3k d3k: . - Lo
+a*H? / Waﬁ?(kl,f)ég(@,7)753(1@,kl,kg,T) . (3.26)

Repeating the working of Sections 3.2 and 3.3, leads to

Ty [V220(#,7)] = 5 pinac (ks 7) pmy, (b, 7)8%) (B, 7) + £ Fenpnac (b, )05 (K, 7)

By d3ky . o~ - oo .
vatn | g 0 R = ki2)a(F R o, 103G (1,70 (s ) - (3.27)

where again we define 2 = 7% + %Qm(f) (v (ky T) i, (K, 7) — pvic (1, 7)o, (K1, 7)) klk'é”.

Inserting this expression into the equation of motion yields the first order equation

i (1)
<d72 - HMMG(kaT)MmV(k,T)> e, (k,7) =0, (3.28)

which can be solved numerically at each (k,7), where the initial conditions are given by
inserting the EdS initial conditions into the fitting formula Eq. (2.12). The second order
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equation is

d? R
[dTg - chbuMG(k7T)] Dy (K, k1, k2, 7)
(v - k)

—Jc k}
k%k% beMG( T)

=K {[2MMG(klu T)Hmu (klu T) - beNMG(ka T)]

20" Hyy (k. Ky, o, 7
_ 72(,.; 1, K2 )}Dl’cb(klar)Dch(kQ,T). (3.29)

To speed up the calculation, we again make an approximation by redefining gbg)) as

@), ﬁg,cb(k:,r)
(bcb (k77_) - T
Ehadhys e p S0 W (1 - ka)?
/(277_)35D(k — kl?)(scb (kla Tini)(scb (kg,’?'inj) 1-— W s (330)

and setting p,, — feb, which leads to the following equation for Dzycbi

d2 N
(d7'2 h RHMG(’% T)fcb> DQ,Cb(ka T) = - H/’Ll\/IG(k;’ T)beD%,cb(k7 T)

X <1+ ﬂyg(k,k/\/i, k/V2, 7‘)> . (3.31)

K MG feb

For modified gravity models which only have late-time effects we can use the same initial
conditions as for ACDM discussed above. Figure 9 shows that there is a negligible difference
between the F4 model of f(R) gravity and GR in the comparison between the values of fi,,
and fcp in the range 0.01 < k < 1.0 h/Mpc.

4 COLA Implementation

The implementation of massive neutrinos in the particle mesh part of the COLA algorithm is
the grid-based method suggested in [19]. This method has been demonstrated to produce a
matter power-spectrum that is accurate to < 1% for neutrino masses > m, < 0.6 eV. When
we create the initial conditions for the CDM (CDM-+baryon) particles we use the same initial
seed to create a realisation of massive neutrinos using

Tu(ka Tini)
Ten(k, Tini)

Dl,l/(ka 7_ini)

:50 E7 i) 7w /7 _
b(k, 7 )Dl,cb(kaTini)

v (K, Tini) = deb (K, Tini) (4.1)
where T, and T, are the transfer functions of massive neutrinos and CDM+baryons respec-
tively.

The massive neutrinos are kept in Fourier space for the duration of the simulation and
are added to the source of the Poisson equation

—K* (k) = gﬁma Fonde (e, ) +fyay(1%’,7)] , (4.2)
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my (eV) | Qcpm Q, | os (ACDM)
0.0 0.2685 0.0 0.850
0.2 0.2637 | 0.0048 0.798
0.4 0.259 | 0.0095 0.752
0.6 0.2542 | 0.0143 0.712

Table 1: The cosmological parameters for the simulations performed in this paper. Common
to all simulations are Q,, = 0.3175, €, = 0.049, n, = 0.966, A, = 2.215-107? and h = 0.671.

where the neutrino density at a given time 7 is computed as

T,(k, 1) - Dy y(k,T)
P = 51/ ka ini : .
T, (K, Tini) (k7 )Dl,u(kﬂ'ini)

In Appendix B we show a comparison of this scheme to an alternative scheme of modeling
the non-linear neutrino density.

As for the COLA specific part we use the (scale-dependent) growth factors discussed
in the previous sections. We have compared computing the growth factors using the fitting
functions to directly solving the growth-ODEs with p, (K, 7) = feo+ fu g T” k .7) computed using
transfer functions from CAMB or its alternatives. The difference between t ese two approaches
was found to be negligible.

As long as the cosmological model we simulate already has scale-dependent growth then
the additional computational cost of adding in neutrinos this way is almost negligible, but it
does require some extra memory as we need to store the initial neutrino density field.

8y (k) = 0, (K, Tini) (4.3)

5 Simulation Results

We ran 5 COLA N-body simulations in a box of B = 512 Mpc/h with N = 5123 particles. The
simulations were performed using the MG-PICOLA code. A smaller box of B = 256 Mpc/h with
the same number of particles was used to check the convergence of the results, and Figure 10
shows, through comparison to the full N-body simulations of [14], that the CDM matter
power-spectrum in our simulations can be trusted to percent level up to k ~ 0.5—0.7 h/Mpc.
As found in our previous paper, the relative enhancement of the power-spectrum (i.e. when
considering ratios of power-spectra as shown in the figures below) is accurate to larger k
values. The cosmological parameters for the simulations can be found in Table 1 and these
are the same parameters as used by [14] where they performed combined massive neutrino
and modified gravity simulations using a modified version of the simulation code Gadget
[64, 65]. We will use these simulations to compare our results below. Ideally we would like
to have run our simulations using exactly the same initial seed as the N-body simulations,
however this was not available at the time we wrote this paper and we leave such a detailed
comparison to future work.

In Figure 11 we show the suppression of the power-spectrum in ACDM as a function of
neutrino mass in our simulations compared to the N-body results of [14]. We show power-

spectrum results for both CDM+baryons Pe(k,2) = <|5Cb(g, z)|2> and the total matter

content (CDM+baryons+massive neutrinos) Pp(k, z) = <\fcb56b(E, 2) + £,6,(k, z)|2>.
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Figure 10: The CDM matter power-spectrum P(k,z = 0) for ACDM in our COLA simu-
lations compared with the result of [14]. The m, = 0.6 eV results are offset by a factor of
0.25.

In Figure 12 we show the results from simulations where we have both massive neutrinos
and modified gravity. For the particular f(R) model we study here having a total neutrino
mass of m, ~ 0.4 eV is seen to lead to a power-spectrum very similar to that of a standard
ACDM model with massless neutrinos. This illustrates the degeneracy of massive neutrinos
(suppressing growth) and modified gravity (enhancing growth).

Our COLA implementation gives power-spectrum (both for CDM and for the total
matter) results that agree to < 1% accuracy for k < 1 h/Mpc to full N-body simulations of
[14] for both ACDM and f(R).

In Figures 13 and 14 we show the results for the halo mass function computed using
Rockstar [66]. We note that the results of [14] were computed using a different halo-finder
(SUBFIND) so the results are not directly comparable; however, the enhancement of the halo
mass-function generally shows a good agreement.

6 Conclusions

Massive neutrinos, just like many modified gravity theories, lead to scale-dependent growth
of matter perturbations. The effect can be described by an effective gravitational constant
tm, (k, 7). We have implemented massive neutrinos in the COLA N-body code MG-PICOLA
which allows for scale-dependent growth factors. For the particle mesh part of the COLA
algorithm we use the grid-based method of [19] where massive neutrinos are kept in Fourier
space and evolved linearly according to the neutrino growth factors. This method has pre-
viously been shown to be a good approximation for » m, < 0.6 eV. A comparison to full
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Figure 11: The matter power-spectrum P(k, z = 0) for several values of the sum of neutrino
masses relative to the power-spectrum with m, = 0.0 for ACDM. The solid lines shows the

result of [14]. The top panel shows the CDM+baryon power-spectrum and the bottom panel
shows the total power-spectrum.
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Figure 12: The matter power-spectrum P(k, z = 0) for several values of the sum of neutrino
masses relative to the power-spectrum with m,, = 0.0 for f(R) gravity with | fro| = 10™%. The
solid lines shows the result of [14]. The top panel shows the CDM+baryon power-spectrum
and the bottom panel shows the total power-spectrum.
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Figure 13: The halo mass-function n(M, z = 0) for ACDM for several values of the sum of
neutrino masses relative to the mass-function with m, = 0.0. The dashed lines shows the

results from [14].
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Figure 14: The halo mass-function n(M, z = 0) for f(R) for several values of the sum of
neutrino masses relative to the mass-function in ACDM with m, = 0.0. The dashed lines
shows the results from [14].

N-body simulations of massive neutrino cosmologies, both for ACDM and f(R) gravity, shows
that we can match N-body results to percent level accuracy in both the total and CDM matter
power-spectra with this approach.

We have also shown that the Eisenstein-Hu fitting formulae for the growth factors in
massive neutrino cosmologies are a good approximation for a wide range of modified gravity
theories as long as we replace the ACDM growth factor by the modified gravity counterpart.

In order to be able to judge the accuracy of our scheme more directly we would need to
do a comparison to full N-body simulations where we use exactly the same initial conditions
in COLA. This was not available to us at the time this study was performed, but such
a comparison is something we plan to do in the future. In future work we also intend
to study the degeneracy of massive neutrinos and modified gravity in detail and find a
way to distinguish this case from ACDM; for example through signatures in redshift-space
distortions.

Acknowledgement

We would like to thank Marco Baldi for providing us with the data for the f(R) + massive
neutrino N-body simulations. BSW is supported by the U.K. Science and Technology Facil-
ities Council (STFC) research studentship. KK and HAW are supported by the European
Research Council through 646702 (CosTesGrav). KK is also supported by the UK Science
and Technologies Facilities Council grants ST /N000668/1.

- 29 —



References

[1]

2]

Y. Fukuda, T. Hayakawa, E. Ichihara, K. Inoue, K. Ishihara, H. Ishino et al., Measurements of
the Solar Neutrino Fluz from Super-Kamiokande’s First 300 Days, Physical Review Letters 81
(Aug., 1998) 1158-1162, [hep-ex/9805021].

SNO COLLABORATION collaboration, Q. R. Ahmad, R. C. Allen, T. C. Andersen, J. D.
Anglin, G. Biihler, J. C. Barton et al., Measurement of the rate of ve +d - p+p+ e~
interactions produced by 3b solar neutrinos at the sudbury neutrino observatory, Phys. Rev.
Lett. 87 (Jul, 2001) 071301.

B. Pontecorvo, Mesonium and anti-mesonium, Sov. Phys. JETP 6 (1957) 429.

J. R. Bond, G. Efstathiou and J. Silk, Massive neutrinos and the large-scale structure of the
universe, Physical Review Letters 45 (Dec., 1980) 1980-1984.

E. Giusarma, M. Gerbino, O. Mena, S. Vagnozzi, S. Ho and K. Freese, Improvement of
cosmological neutrino mass bounds, PRD 94 (Oct., 2016) 083522, [1605.04320].

A. J. Cuesta, V. Niro and L. Verde, Neutrino mass limits: Robust information from the power
spectrum of galaxy surveys, Physics of the Dark Universe 13 (Sept., 2016) 77-86, [1511.05983].

N. Palanque-Delabrouille, C. Yéche, J. Lesgourgues, G. Rossi, A. Borde, M. Viel et al.,
Constraint on neutrino masses from SDSS-III/BOSS Ly« forest and other cosmological probes,
JCAP 2 (Feb., 2015) 045, [1410.7244].

F. Beutler, S. Saito, J. R. Brownstein, C.-H. Chuang, A. J. Cuesta, W. J. Percival et al., The
clustering of galazies in the SDSS-III Baryon Oscillation Spectroscopic Survey: signs of
neutrino mass in current cosmological data sets, MNRAS 444 (Nov., 2014) 3501-3516,
[1403.4599).

G.-B. Zhao, S. Saito, W. J. Percival, A. J. Ross, F. Montesano, M. Viel et al., The clustering of
galazxies in the SDSS-III Baryon Oscillation Spectroscopic Survey: weighing the neutrino mass
using the galaxy power spectrum of the CMASS sample, MNRAS 436 (Dec., 2013) 2038-2053,
[1211.3741].

Planck Collaboration, P. A. R. Ade, N. Aghanim, M. Arnaud, M. Ashdown, J. Aumont et al.,
Planck 2015 results. XIV. Dark energy and modified gravity, A&A 594 (Sept., 2016) Al4,
[1502.01590].

A. Heavens, Y. Fantaye, E. Sellentin, H. Eggers, Z. Hosenie, S. Kroon et al., No evidence for
extensions to the standard cosmological model, ArXiv e-prints (Apr., 2017) , [1704.03467].

H. Motohashi, A. A. Starobinsky and J. Yokoyama, Cosmology Based on f(R) Gravity Admits
1 eV Sterile Neutrinos, Physical Review Letters 110 (Mar., 2013) 121302, [1203.6828].

J.-h. He, Weighing neutrinos in f(R) gravity, PRD 88 (Nov., 2013) 103523, [1307.4876].

M. Baldi, F. Villaescusa-Navarro, M. Viel, E. Puchwein, V. Springel and L. Moscardini,
Cosmic degeneracies - 1. Joint N-body simulations of modified gravity and massive neutrinos,

MNRAS 440 (May, 2014) 75-88, [1311.2588].

B. Hu, M. Raveri, A. Silvestri and N. Frusciante, Fzploring massive neutrinos in dark
cosmologies with eftcamb/EFTCosmoMC, PRD 91 (Mar., 2015) 063524, [1410.5807].

H. Motohashi, A. A. Starobinsky and J. Yokoyama, Matter Power Spectrum in f(R) Gravity
with Massive Neutrinos, Progress of Theoretical Physics 124 (Sept., 2010) 541-546,
[1005.1171].

N. Bellomo, E. Bellini, B. Hu, R. Jimenez, C. Pena-Garay and L. Verde, Hiding neutrino mass
in modified gravity cosmologies, JCAP 2 (Feb., 2017) 043, [1612.02598].

D. Alonso, E. Bellini, P. G. Ferreira and M. Zumalacarregui, Observational future of
cosmological scalar-tensor theories, PRD 95 (Mar., 2017) 063502, [1610.09290].

~93 -


http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.81.1158
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.81.1158
https://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ex/9805021
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.87.071301
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.87.071301
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.45.1980
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.94.083522
https://arxiv.org/abs/1605.04320
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.dark.2016.04.005
https://arxiv.org/abs/1511.05983
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1475-7516/2015/02/045
https://arxiv.org/abs/1410.7244
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stu1702
https://arxiv.org/abs/1403.4599
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stt1710
https://arxiv.org/abs/1211.3741
http://dx.doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/201525814
https://arxiv.org/abs/1502.01590
https://arxiv.org/abs/1704.03467
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.110.121302
https://arxiv.org/abs/1203.6828
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.88.103523
https://arxiv.org/abs/1307.4876
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stu259
https://arxiv.org/abs/1311.2588
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.91.063524
https://arxiv.org/abs/1410.5807
http://dx.doi.org/10.1143/PTP.124.541
https://arxiv.org/abs/1005.1171
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1475-7516/2017/02/043
https://arxiv.org/abs/1612.02598
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.95.063502
https://arxiv.org/abs/1610.09290

[19] J. Brandbyge and S. Hannestad, Grid based linear neutrino perturbations in cosmological
N-body simulations, JCAP 5 (May, 2009) 002, [0812.3149].

[20] J. Brandbyge, S. Hannestad, T. Haugbglle and Y. Y. Y. Wong, Neutrinos in non-linear
structure formation - the effect on halo properties, JCAP 9 (Sept., 2010) 014, [1004.4105].

[21] S. Bird, M. Viel and M. G. Hachnelt, Massive neutrinos and the non-linear matter power
spectrum, MNRAS 420 (Mar., 2012) 2551-2561, [1109.4416].

[22] Y. Ali-Haimoud and S. Bird, An efficient implementation of massive neutrinos in non-linear
structure formation simulations, MNRAS 428 (Feb., 2013) 3375-3389, [1209.0461].

[23] F. Villaescusa-Navarro, F. Marulli, M. Viel, E. Branchini, E. Castorina, E. Sefusatti et al.,
Cosmology with massive neutrinos I: towards a realistic modeling of the relation between
matter, haloes and galaxies, JCAP 3 (Mar., 2014) 011, [1311.0866].

[24] E. Castorina, E. Sefusatti, R. K. Sheth, F. Villaescusa-Navarro and M. Viel, Cosmology with
massive neutrinos II: on the universality of the halo mass function and bias, JCAP 2 (Feb.,
2014) 049, [1311.1212].

[25] M. Costanzi, F. Villaescusa-Navarro, M. Viel, J.-Q. Xia, S. Borgani, E. Castorina et al.,
Cosmology with massive neutrinos III: the halo mass function and an application to galazy
clusters, JCAP 12 (Dec., 2013) 012, [1311.1514].

[26] S. Hannestad, T. Haugbglle and C. Schultz, Neutrinos in non-linear structure formation - a
simple SPH approach, JCAP 2 (Feb., 2012) 045, [1110.1257].

[27] S. Hannestad, Neutrino physics and precision cosmology, ArXiv e-prints (May, 2016) ,
[1605.03829).

[28] E. Castorina, C. Carbone, J. Bel, E. Sefusatti and K. Dolag, DEMNUni: the clustering of
large-scale structures in the presence of massive neutrinos, JCAP 7 (July, 2015) 043,
[1505.07148].

[29] A. Banerjee and N. Dalal, Simulating nonlinear cosmological structure formation with massive
neutrinos, JCAP 11 (Nov., 2016) 015, [1606.06167].

[30] R. Laureijs, J. Amiaux, S. Arduini, J. . Auguéres, J. Brinchmann, R. Cole et al., Fuclid
Definition Study Report, ArXiv e-prints (Oct., 2011) , [1110.3193].

[31] K. S. Dawson and et al., The SDSS-IV Extended Baryon Oscillation Spectroscopic Survey:
Overview and Early Data, Astron. Journal 151 (Feb., 2016) 44, [1508.04473].

[32] DESI Collaboration, A. Aghamousa, J. Aguilar, S. Ahlen, S. Alam, L. E. Allen et al., The
DESI Ezperiment Part I: Science, Targeting, and Survey Design, ArXiv e-prints (Oct., 2016) ,
[1611.00036].

[33] D. Spergel, N. Gehrels, J. Breckinridge, M. Donahue, A. Dressler, B. S. Gaudi et al.,
Wide-Field InfraRed Survey Telescope-Astrophysics Focused Telescope Assets WFIRST-AFTA
Final Report, ArXiv e-prints (May, 2013) , [1305.5422].

[34] Z. Tvezic, J. A. Tyson, B. Abel, E. Acosta, R. Allsman, Y. AlSayyad et al., LSST: from Science
Drivers to Reference Design and Anticipated Data Products, ArXiv e-prints (May, 2008) ,
[0805.2366].

[35] L. E. H. Godfrey, H. Bignall, S. Tingay, L. Harvey-Smith, M. Kramer, S. Burke-Spolaor et al.,
Science at Very High Angular Resolution with the Square Kilometre Array, Publications of the
ASA 29 (Jan., 2012) 42-53, [1111.6398].

[36] J. R. Bond and S. T. Myers, The Peak-Patch Picture of Cosmic Catalogs. I. Algorithms, ApJS
103 (Mar., 1996) 1.

[37] R. Scoccimarro and R. K. Sheth, PTHALOS: a fast method for generating mock galazy
distributions, MNRAS 329 (Jan., 2002) 629-640, [astro-ph/0106120].

— 24 —


http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1475-7516/2009/05/002
https://arxiv.org/abs/0812.3149
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1475-7516/2010/09/014
https://arxiv.org/abs/1004.4105
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2966.2011.20222.x
https://arxiv.org/abs/1109.4416
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/mnras/sts286
https://arxiv.org/abs/1209.0461
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1475-7516/2014/03/011
https://arxiv.org/abs/1311.0866
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1475-7516/2014/02/049
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1475-7516/2014/02/049
https://arxiv.org/abs/1311.1212
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1475-7516/2013/12/012
https://arxiv.org/abs/1311.1514
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1475-7516/2012/02/045
https://arxiv.org/abs/1110.1257
https://arxiv.org/abs/1605.03829
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1475-7516/2015/07/043
https://arxiv.org/abs/1505.07148
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1475-7516/2016/11/015
https://arxiv.org/abs/1606.06167
https://arxiv.org/abs/1110.3193
http://dx.doi.org/10.3847/0004-6256/151/2/44
https://arxiv.org/abs/1508.04473
https://arxiv.org/abs/1611.00036
https://arxiv.org/abs/1305.5422
https://arxiv.org/abs/0805.2366
http://dx.doi.org/10.1071/AS11050
http://dx.doi.org/10.1071/AS11050
https://arxiv.org/abs/1111.6398
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/192267
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/192267
http://dx.doi.org/10.1046/j.1365-8711.2002.04999.x
https://arxiv.org/abs/astro-ph/0106120

[38] M. Manera, R. Scoccimarro, W. J. Percival, L. Samushia, C. K. McBride, A. J. Ross et al., The
clustering of galazies in the SDSS-III Baryon Oscillation Spectroscopic Survey: a large sample
of mock galaxy catalogues, MNRAS 428 (Jan., 2013) 10361054, [1203.6609].

[39] M. Manera, L. Samushia, R. Tojeiro, C. Howlett, A. J. Ross, W. J. Percival et al., The
clustering of galazies in the SDSS-I1II Baryon Oscillation Spectroscopic Survey: mock galazy
catalogues for the low-redshift sample, MNRAS 447 (Feb., 2015) 437445, [1401.4171].

[40] M. White, J. L. Tinker and C. K. McBride, Mock galazy catalogues using the quick particle
mesh method, MNRAS 437 (Jan., 2014) 2594-2606, [1309.5532].

[41] F.-S. Kitaura, G. Yepes and F. Prada, Modelling baryon acoustic oscillations with perturbation
theory and stochastic halo biasingy MNRAS 439 (Mar., 2014) 1L.21-1.25, [1307.3285].

[42] S. Avila, S. G. Murray, A. Knebe, C. Power, A. S. G. Robotham and J. Garcia-Bellido,
HALOGEN: a tool for fast generation of mock halo catalogues, MNRAS 450 (June, 2015)
18561867, [1412.5228).

[43] S. Tassev, M. Zaldarriaga and D. J. Eisenstein, Solving large scale structure in ten easy steps
with COLA, JCAP 6 (June, 2013) 036, [1301.0322].

[44] G. Valogiannis and R. Bean, Efficient simulations of large scale structure in modified gravity
cosmologies with COLA, ArXiv e-prints (Dec., 2016) , [1612.06469].

[45] S. Tassev, D. J. Eisenstein, B. D. Wandelt and M. Zaldarriaga, sCOLA: The N-body COLA
Method Extended to the Spatial Domain, ArXiv e-prints (Feb., 2015) , [1502.07751].

[46] J. Koda, C. Blake, F. Beutler, E. Kazin and F. Marin, Fast and accurate mock catalogue
generation for low-mass galazies, MNRAS 459 (June, 2016) 2118-2129, [1507.05329].

[47] F. Leclercq, J. Jasche and B. Wandelt, Bayesian analysis of the dynamic cosmic web in the
SDSS galaxy survey, JCAP 6 (June, 2015) 015, [1502.02690].

[48] A. Izard, M. Crocce and P. Fosalba, ICE-COLA: towards fast and accurate synthetic galaxy
catalogues optimizing a quasi-N-body method, MNRAS 459 (July, 2016) 2327-2341,
[1509.04685).

[49] P. Monaco, T. Theuns and G. Taffoni, The pinocchio algorithm: pinpointing orbit-crossing
collapsed hierarchical objects in a linear density field, MNRAS 331 (Apr., 2002) 587-608,
[astro-ph/0109323].

[50] L. A. Rizzo, F. Villaescusa-Navarro, P. Monaco, E. Munari, S. Borgani, E. Castorina et al.,
Simulating cosmologies beyond ACDM with PINOCCHIO, JCAP 1 (Jan., 2017) 008,
[1610.07624].

[61] E. Munari, P. Monaco, J. Koda, F.-S. Kitaura, E. Sefusatti and S. Borgani, Testing
approzimate predictions of displacements of cosmological dark matter halos, ArXiv e-prints
(Apr., 2017) , [1704.00920].

[52] H. A. Winther, K. Koyama, M. Manera, B. S. Wright and G.-B. Zhao, COLA with
scale-dependent growth: applications to screened modified gravity models, JCAP 8 (Aug., 2017)
006, [1703.00879].

[53] F. R. Bouchet, Introductory Overview of Eulerian and Lagrangian Perturbation Theories, in
Dark Matter in the Universe (S. Bonometto, J. R. Primack and A. Provenzale, eds.), p. 565,
1996. astro-ph/9603013.

[64] D. J. Eisenstein and W. Hu, Power Spectra for Cold Dark Matter and Its Variants, ApJ 511
(Jan., 1999) 5-15, [astro-ph/9710252].

[65] A. Lewis, A. Challinor and A. Lasenby, Efficient Computation of Cosmic Microwave
Background Anisotropies in Closed Friedmann-Robertson-Walker Models, ApJ 538 (Aug.,
2000) 473-476, [astro-ph/9911177].

— 95—


http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/mnras/sts084
https://arxiv.org/abs/1203.6609
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stu2465
https://arxiv.org/abs/1401.4171
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stt2071
https://arxiv.org/abs/1309.5532
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/mnrasl/slt172
https://arxiv.org/abs/1307.3285
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stv711
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stv711
https://arxiv.org/abs/1412.5228
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1475-7516/2013/06/036
https://arxiv.org/abs/1301.0322
https://arxiv.org/abs/1612.06469
https://arxiv.org/abs/1502.07751
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stw763
https://arxiv.org/abs/1507.05329
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1475-7516/2015/06/015
https://arxiv.org/abs/1502.02690
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stw797
https://arxiv.org/abs/1509.04685
http://dx.doi.org/10.1046/j.1365-8711.2002.05162.x
https://arxiv.org/abs/astro-ph/0109323
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1475-7516/2017/01/008
https://arxiv.org/abs/1610.07624
https://arxiv.org/abs/1704.00920
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1475-7516/2017/08/006
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1475-7516/2017/08/006
https://arxiv.org/abs/1703.00879
https://arxiv.org/abs/astro-ph/9603013
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/306640
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/306640
https://arxiv.org/abs/astro-ph/9710252
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/309179
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/309179
https://arxiv.org/abs/astro-ph/9911177

[56]
[57]
[58]
[59]
[60]

[61]

A

G.-B. Zhao, L. Pogosian, A. Silvestri and J. Zylberberg, Searching for modified growth patterns
with tomographic surveys, PRD 79 (Apr., 2009) 083513, [0809.3791].

A. Hojjati, L. Pogosian and G.-B. Zhao, Testing gravity with CAMB and CosmoMC, JCAP 8
(Aug., 2011) 005, [1106.4543].

A. Aviles and J. L. Cervantes-Cota, A Lagrangian perturbation theory for modify gravity,
ArXiv e-prints (May, 2017) , [1705.10719].

B. Bose and K. Koyama, A perturbative approach to the redshift space power spectrum: beyond
the Standard Model, JCAP 8 (Aug., 2016) 032, [1606.02520].

S. Saito, M. Takada and A. Taruya, Impact of massive neutrinos on nonlinear matter power
spectrum, Phys. Rev. Lett. 100 (2008) 191301, [0801.0607].

S. Saito, M. Takada and A. Taruya, Nonlinear power spectrum in the presence of massive
neutrinos: perturbation theory approach, galaxy bias and parameter forecasts, Phys. Rev. D80
(2009) 083528, [0907 .2922].

Y. Y. Y. Wong, Higher order corrections to the large scale matter power spectrum in the
presence of massive neutrinos, JCAP 10 (Oct., 2008) 035, [0809.0693].

D. Blas, M. Garny, T. Konstandin and J. Lesgourgues, Structure formation with massive
neutrinos: going beyond linear theory, JCAP 11 (Nov., 2014) 039, [1408.2995].

V. Springel, The cosmological simulation code GADGET-2, MNRAS 364 (Dec., 2005)
1105-1134, [astro-ph/0505010].

E. Puchwein, M. Baldi and V. Springel, Modified-Gravity-GADGET: a new code for
cosmological hydrodynamical simulations of modified gravity models, MNRAS 436 (Nov., 2013)
348-360, [1305.2418].

P. S. Behroozi, R. H. Wechsler and H.-Y. Wu, The ROCKSTAR Phase-space Temporal Halo
Finder and the Velocity Offsets of Cluster Cores, ApJ 762 (Jan., 2013) 109, [1110.4372].

T. Clifton, P. G. Ferreira, A. Padilla and C. Skordis, Modified gravity and cosmology, Physics
Reports 513 (Mar., 2012) 1-189, [1106.2476].

K. Koyama, Cosmological tests of modified gravity, Reports on Progress in Physics 79 (Apr.,
2016) 046902, [1504.04623)].

A. De Felice and S. Tsujikawa, f( R) Theories, Living Reviews in Relativity 13 (June, 2010) 3,
[1002.4928).

W. Hu and I. Sawicki, Models of f(R) cosmic acceleration that evade solar system tests, PRD
76 (Sept., 2007) 064004, [0705.1158].

K. Hinterbichler and J. Khoury, Screening Long-Range Forces through Local Symmetry
Restoration, Physical Review Letters 104 (June, 2010) 231301, [1001.4525].

P. Brax, C. van de Bruck, A.-C. Davis and D. Shaw, Dilaton and modified gravity, PRD 82
(Sept., 2010) 063519, [1005.3735].

Modified gravity models

In this section we give a brief overview of the two modified gravity models we are using in
this paper focusing on the equations that are needed for our COLA implementation. For a
more thorough review of these models, and modified gravity in general, see [67, 68].

— 926 —


http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.79.083513
https://arxiv.org/abs/0809.3791
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1475-7516/2011/08/005
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1475-7516/2011/08/005
https://arxiv.org/abs/1106.4543
https://arxiv.org/abs/1705.10719
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1475-7516/2016/08/032
https://arxiv.org/abs/1606.02520
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.100.191301
https://arxiv.org/abs/0801.0607
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.80.083528
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.80.083528
https://arxiv.org/abs/0907.2922
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1475-7516/2008/10/035
https://arxiv.org/abs/0809.0693
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1475-7516/2014/11/039
https://arxiv.org/abs/1408.2995
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2966.2005.09655.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2966.2005.09655.x
https://arxiv.org/abs/astro-ph/0505010
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stt1575
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stt1575
https://arxiv.org/abs/1305.2418
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/0004-637X/762/2/109
https://arxiv.org/abs/1110.4372
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.physrep.2012.01.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.physrep.2012.01.001
https://arxiv.org/abs/1106.2476
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/0034-4885/79/4/046902
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/0034-4885/79/4/046902
https://arxiv.org/abs/1504.04623
http://dx.doi.org/10.12942/lrr-2010-3
https://arxiv.org/abs/1002.4928
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.76.064004
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.76.064004
https://arxiv.org/abs/0705.1158
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.104.231301
https://arxiv.org/abs/1001.4525
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.82.063519
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.82.063519
https://arxiv.org/abs/1005.3735

A.1 f(R) gravity
For f(R) gravity [69] the growth of linear perturbations is determined by

k2

1+-——+—— Al
+ 3 k%2 +a*m?(a)’ (A1)

MMG(kv a’) =

where m(a) depends on the model in question. For the Hu-Sawicki model [70], which is the
f(R) model we will consider in this paper, m(a) is given by

1 H3(Qm +494) [ Qa3 + 404\
m(a) = g = P ) (Rt ) (A2)
3frR (n+ 1)|frol Om + 4%
where
fr(a) = fro <Qma3+49/\> : (A.3)
The v¥ factor? is likewise given by [59]
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A.2 Symmetron
In the symmetron model [71]:
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if a > a, and 0 otherwise where
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)

0 otherwise

Ho /1% ifg>a
m(a): Ex a3 > O . (A9)
0 otherwise
Note that ~2 as used in Eq. (3.31) is defined via ~o(k,k1,ko,7) = 5 (k k1, ke, 7) +
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A.3 Dilaton
In the dilaton model [72]:

232 (a)k?
ko) =140 Al
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where

Bla) = By expzr=s (@7 71) (A.12)
m(a) = ECFR . (A.13)

o

B Comparison to SPT and alternative schemes for modeling the non-linear
neutrino density

In this appendix we show a comparison of our code with linear theory and standard pertur-
bation theory (SPT). The SPT results were obtained by following the method of [61] using
the Einstein-de Sitter approximation. We have also carried out a test using an alternative
scheme to include the neutrino density in the Poisson equation Eq. (4.2). In this scheme we
use

glin

61/ — 50 ST Bl
S (B.1)

where J. is the non-linear CDM+baryon density contrast instead of 6, = 6" in Eq. (4.2).
This is what [63] calls the improved external source scheme.

Fig. (15) shows that our implementation gives a result for the total matter power-
spectrum that lies between SPT and linear theory on quasi-linear scales. The differences we
see with respect to SPT for the slightly larger wavenumbers is expected (see Fig. (10) in [63])
as SPT slightly underestimates the power on these scales. The alternative scheme we tested
is seen to slightly overestimate the power on linear scales and generally performs a bit worse
on linear scales and at low redshift than the scheme we are using in this paper, especially for
larger values of the neutrino mass.

Additionally, [63] warns of inaccuracies at large scales when treating neutrinos in a
purely linear way with §, = 61", where there is a large deviation from the full non-linear
scheme at large scales as a consequence of violation of momentum conservation. Indeed
such inaccuracies would appear from Egs. (3.23) and (3.29), but our method does not suffer
from them because the approximations we make to maintain the speed of our COLA ap-
proach in the final pair of equations in Sections 3.3 and 3.4 demand that ngcb(/;, El, Eg, T) =

<1 — (El'%)Q) ﬁQ,cb(k; 7) = 0as k — 0.

kk3
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Figure 15: The total matter power-spectrum for a GR+m, cosmology relative to the GR
case where m, = 0.0 at z = 0.0 (above) and z = 1.0 (below). We show the results of a
COLA run compared to linear theory, SPT and what we get when we use the external source
scheme in COLA. The upper lines in each figure shows the results for m, = 0.2 eV and the
lower lines shows the results for m, = 0.4 eV.
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