MNRAS 000, 1–7 (2021)

Preprint 3 March 2021

Compiled using MNRAS LATEX style file v3.0

Testing modified (Horndeski) gravity by combining intrinsic galaxy
alignments with cosmic shear
Robert Reischke1? , Victor Bosca2,3 , Tim Tugendhat2 , Björn Malte Schäfer2 †
1

arXiv:2103.01657v1 [astro-ph.CO] 2 Mar 2021

Ruhr University Bochum, Faculty of Physics and Astronomy, Astronomical Institute (AIRUB),
German Centre for Cosmological Lensing, 44780 Bochum, Germany
2 Astronomisches Rechen-Institut, Zentrum für Astronomie der Universität Heidelberg, Philosophenweg 12, 69120 Heidelberg, Germany
3 Instituto de Física Teórica UAM-CSIC, Universidad Autonóma de Madrid, Cantoblanco, 28049 Madrid, Spain

3 March 2021

ABSTRACT

We study the impact of modified gravity of the Horndeski class, on intrinsic shape correlations in cosmic shear surveys. As
intrinsic shape correlations (IAs) are caused by tidal gravitational fields acting on galaxies as a collection of massive nonrelativistic test particles, they are only sensitive to the gravitational potential, which forms in conjunction with the curvature
perturbation. In contrast, the cosmic shear signal probes the sum of these two, i.e. both Bardeen-potentials. Combining these
probes therefore constitutes a test of gravity, derived from a single measurement.
Focusing on linear scales and alignments of elliptical galaxies, we study the impact on inference of the braiding α̂B and the
time evolution of the Planck mass α̂ M by treating IAs as a genuine signal contributing to the overall ellipticity correlation.
We find that for Euclid, IAs can help to improve constraints on modified gravity of the Horndeski-class by 10 per cent if the
alignment parameter needed for the linear alignment model is provided by simulations. If, however, the IA needs to be self
calibrated, all of the sensitivity is put into the inference of the alignment strength D since there is a very strong correlation
with the evolution of the Planck mass. Thus diminishing the benefit of IA for probing modified gravitational theories. While
the present paper shows results mainly for modified gravity parameters, similar deductions can be drawn for the investigation
of anisotropic stresses, parameterised modifications to the Poisson-equation, the phenomenology of gravitational slip and to
breaking degeneracies in a standard cosmology.
Key words: gravitational lensing: weak – dark energy – large-scale structure of Universe.

1 INTRODUCTION
The combination of different cosmological probes such as type Ia
Supernovae (SNIa, e.g. Perlmutter et al. 1998; Riess et al. 1998;
Perlmutter et al. 1999; Riess et al. 2004, 2007, 2019), the angular power spectra of the cosmic microwave background (CMB)
anisotropies (e.g. Hinshaw et al. 2013; Planck Collaboration et al.
2020) and of galaxy clustering (e.g. Cole et al. 2005; Beutler et al.
2017; Satpathy et al. 2017) led to the conclusion that the Universe is
expanding in an accelerated fashion. Explaining these results within
the standard cosmological model ΛCDM based on general relativity
(GR) as the theory of gravity, requires a non-zero but small cosmological constant Λ and stipulates that the bulk of gravitating matter
is cold and dark.
Usually, observations are either sensitive to the cosmological
background model or the perturbations on top of the former. While
the background model has been explored in great detail via SNIa
or Baryon Acoustic Oscillations (BAOs) the same level of detail
has been achieved for the large-scale structure (LSS) very early in
the Universe via observations of the CMB, painting a very consistent picture of cosmic evolution. Upcoming surveys of the LSS will
?
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provide exquisite data of the perturbed Universe and test models of
gravity close to the fundamental limits of inference.
So far, general relativity has been tested on non-cosmological
scales and in the weak field limit only (see Heavens et al. 2007;
Jain & Zhang 2008; Bertschinger & Zukin 2008; Berti et al. 2015,
for reviews,), with inconclusive answers on tensions of the data with
ΛCDM (Giannantonio et al. 2010; Dossett et al. 2015). Observations of neutron star mergers (Abbott et al. 2017b) are found to be
consistent with GR. Constraining the sound speed of the tensorial
modes to be equal to the speed of light, having profound implication on the parameter space of a variety of modified gravity models
(e.g. Baker et al. 2017; Creminelli & Vernizzi 2017; Ezquiaga & Zumalacárregui 2017; Sakstein & Jain 2017; Lombriser & Lima 2017).
There is, however, still a lot of room and general relativity needs
to be tested on cosmological scales (see e.g. Lue et al. 2004; Laszlo & Bean 2007; Kunz & Sapone 2007; Koyama 2016; Joyce et al.
2016; White 2016). Quite generally, modifications to general relativity lead to very different phenomena (see Clifton et al. 2012, for a review) and influence the background expansion as well as the growth
of structures (Zhao et al. 2009; Kobayashi et al. 2010). Models with
modifications to gravity are naturally degenerate (Bhattacharya et al.
2012; Battye & Pearson 2013) with (clustering) dark energy models
(for a review of these models we refer to Copeland et al. 2006).

2
In the next decade we expect a huge step forward in LSS surveys
(Albrecht et al. 2006). These are in particular the Euclid mission
(Laureijs et al. 2011) or LSST (LSST Dark Energy Science Collaboration 2012). Of particular interest is the weak gravitational lensing signal of the LSS, called cosmic shear (see e.g. Bartelmann &
Schneider 2001; Hoekstra & Jain 2008; Kilbinger 2015). The latter
encodes information about both structure growth, background dynamics and most importantly for modified gravity it measures the
Weyl potential, i.e. both the time and space components of the metric perturbations due to the null condition of the geodesic equation.
One of the major systematic effects in cosmic shear measurements are intrinsic alignments (IA), which mimic correlation in the
shapes of neighbouring galaxies (see e.g. Schaefer 2009; Joachimi
& Schneider 2010; Joachimi et al. 2013a; Kirk et al. 2015; Kiessling
et al. 2015; Troxel & Ishak 2015). The exact mechanisms for
all scales involved are not yet clarified and may differ for different galaxy types, yet there exist physically well-motivated models.
These include tidal alignment models (Hirata & Seljak 2004, 2010;
Blazek et al. 2011; Joachimi et al. 2013b; Blazek et al. 2015; Tugendhat & Schaefer 2017), extendible to nonlinear scales (Blazek
et al. 2017) and models based on the halo distribution of matter
(Vlah et al. 2019; Fortuna et al. 2020). Tidal alignment models of
velocity-dispersion supported elliptical galaxies currently has the
strongest observational support by a number of works (e.g Mandelbaum et al. 2006; Hirata et al. 2007; Joachimi et al. 2011; Okumura
& Jing 2009; Johnston et al. 2019). The data on torquing of spiral
galaxies, which likewise would predict ellipticity correlations, is inconclusive in simulations (Chisari et al. 2015; Tenneti et al. 2015b;
Kraljic et al. 2020; Samuroff et al. 2020; Zjupa et al. 2020) and depends on the implementation of feedback and hydrodynamics which
have a smaller effect on the tidal alignment due its larger correlation
length. Especially Zjupa et al. (2020) find no quadratic response of
the ellipticity to the tidal field, instead they find a linear one similar
to the alignment of elliptical galaxies.
While IAs is usually regarded as a contamination to cosmic shear
measurements, they contain in principle valuable cosmological information, which can be accessed if the details and parameters of the
alignment process are understood well enough. Tidal alignment of
elliptical galaxies probes like gravitational lensing shear tidal gravitational fields with the subtle difference that only the gravitational
potential as the metric perturbation is probed and not the sum of
gravitational potential and curvature perturbation. In gravity theories where these two Bardeen potentials are not equal, gravitational
slip is generated, and the motion of relativistic and non-relativistic
test particles is changed. Commonly, one investigates this by combining lensing and galaxy clustering, possibly together with redshift
space distortions, and gains in this way access to possible differences
between the two Bardeen-potentials.
In this work, we investigate the possibility to use the intrinsic
alignment signal in conjunction with the weak lensing in order to improve constraints on modified gravity theories. The advantage of this
measurement is that the degeneracy of the sum of the Bardeen potentials is broken within a single measurement and that both probes
are sensitive to tidal fields, derived from one or from both Bardeenpotentials, respectively. Therefore, there is no extrapolation of scales
involved, which is markedly different in redshift space distortions,
where the velocity field probes the first rather than the second derivatives of the gravitational potential and involves consequently perturbations with larger wave lengths.
In particular, we will focus on Horndeski gravity (Horndeski
1974; Nicolis et al. 2009; Deffayet et al. 2011) which provides the
most general second order Lagrange-density free of Ostrogradsky
MNRAS 000, 1–7 (2021)

instabilities and naturally generates gravitational slip. We will work
on large scales where a linear theory of structure formation is applicable and the tidal shearing model can be assumed to be a good
description of the alignment process for elliptical galaxies. Other
physical theories where our method would be applicable are cosmologies based on standard general relativity but with anisotropic
stresses due to non-ideal fluids. Of course as models to be tested
by a combination of lensing-induced and intrinsic ellipticity correlations one could choose purely phenomenological parameterisations
extrapolating for instance the Poisson-equation by introducing η and
µ or dynamical parameters like gravitational $ slip itself.
The structure of the paper is the following: In section 2 we summarise the basic properties of Horndeski theories of gravity and discuss the background and first order perturbation dynamics Then, in
section 3, we describe the sensitivity of cosmic shear and IA to gravitational slip . In section 4 we present the results and summarise in
section 5.

2 BACKGROUND COSMOLOGY AND LINEAR
PERTURBATIONS
The most general scalar-tensor theory of gravity (Horndeski 1974)
obeys the following Lagrange density:

L=

5
X

h
i
h
i
Li φ, gµν + Lm gµν , ψ ,

(1)

i=2

R
√
√
with corresponding action S = d4 x −gL, where d4 x −g is the
canonical volume form, φ the additional scalar degree of freedom,
gµν the metric and ψ the matter fields. The individual terms in the
Lagrange density are given by
L2 = G2 (φ, X),
L3 = −G3 (φ, X)φ,
h
i
L4 = G4 (φ, X)R + G4X (φ, X) (φ)2 − φ;µν φ;µν ,

(2)

L5 = G5 (φ, X)Gµν φ;µν
h
i
1
− G5X (φ, X) (φ)3 + 2φν;µ φα;ν φµ;α − 3φ;µν φ;µν φ .
6
The kinetic term of the field is labelled X ≡ −∇ν φ∇ν φ/2. It remains
to specify the four functions G j and K = G2 to characterise the
theory completely. Covariant derivatives are denoted by semicolons.
Assuming linear perturbations to a Friedmann-Robertson-Walker
metric, the line element can be written as
ds2 = − (1 + 2Φ) c2 dt2 + a2 (t) (1 − 2Ψ) dx2 ,

(3)

where the scalar perturbations Φ and Ψ are called the Bardeen potentials. These gauge invariants satisfy Φ = Ψ in general relativity.
In Bellini & Sawicki (2014) it was shown that the evolution of linear
perturbations in Horndeski theories can be completely characterized
by free functions depending on time only by virtue of an effective
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parameter

fiducial value

interpretation

fsky
n̄
nbin
σ
fred
(β, z0 )
(`min , `max )
D/(3 × 10−5 )
α̂B
α̂ M

0.15
30 arcmin−2
6
0.3
0.3
(1.5, 0.9)
(10, 300)
1
0.05
0.05

sky fraction
source density
tomographic bins
ellipticity dispersion
elliptical fraction
redshift distribution
multipole range
alignment strength
braiding
Planck mass running

3 PROBING GRAVITATIONAL SLIP WITH SHAPE
CORRELATIONS
In this section we will briefly discuss the two effects altering the
shapes of background galaxies: gravitational lensing and intrinsic
alignments.

3.1 Weak gravitational lensing

Table 1. Survey settings and the fiducial parameters with description. All
other cosmological parameters are set to the best fit values as measured by
Planck Collaboration et al. (2018).

field theory approach:


M∗2 = 2 G4 − 2XG4X + XG5φ − φHXG5X ,
dM∗2
,
dt


H 2 M∗2 αK ≡ 2X KX + 2XKXX − 2G3φ − 2XG3φ


+ 12φ̇XH G3X + XG3XX − 3G4φX − 2XG4φXX


+ 12XH 2 G4X + 8XG4XX + 4X 2 G4XXX


− 12XH 2 G5X + 5XG5φX + 2X 2 G5φXX


+ 14φ̇H 3 3G5X + 7XG5XX + 2X 2 G5XXX ,


HM∗2 αB ≡ 2φ̇ XG3X − G4φ − 2XG4φX


+ 8XH G4X + 2XG4XX − G5φ − XG5φx

Bundle of light rays travelling from distant sources are distorted due
to varying gravitational potentials of the LSS. Due to the null condition of photon geodesics lensing measures Φ and Ψ (up to a sign,
depending on the signature of the metric, Acquaviva et al. 2004). The
lensing potential is the line-of-sight projection of these two quantities
Z χH
ψi =
dχWi (χ)(Φ + Ψ) ,
(6)
0

where χH = c/H and Wi (χ) is a weight function:

HM∗2 αM ≡

Wi (χ) =

(4)

Gi (χ)
.
aχ

The lensing efficiency function is given by
!
Z χi+1
dz
χ
Gi (χ) =
dχ0 p(χ0 ) 0 1 − 0 .
dχ
χ
min(χ,χi )

(7)

(8)

The distribution p(z)dz of sources in redshift z takes the usual form
for a flux limited survey (Laureijs et al. 2011)

!β 

z 
 .
p(z)dz ∝ z2 exp −
(9)
z0

+ 2φ̇XH 2 (3G5X + 2XG5XX ) ,


M∗2 αT ≡ 2X 2G4X − 2G5φ − (φ̈ − φ̇H)G5X .
Here M∗ is the Planck mass and αM describes its logarithmic time
evolution. αK describes the kinetic energy and will largely be unconstrained by observations of the LSS (Alonso et al. 2017; Spurio Mancini et al. 2018; Reischke et al. 2019). In contrast, the braiding αB describes how φ mixes with the scalar perturbations of the
metric. Lastly αT basically describes the propagation speed of tensorial modes and how it differs from normal null geodesics and has
been constrained to be very close to zero (Abbott et al. 2017a,b) and
will therefore be safely ignored from any LSS analysis. In principle,
the remaining functions are completely free, however, a common
choice for a parametrisation would be
αi = α̂i ΩDE + ci ,

3

(5)

since in such a way the modifications track the accelerated expansion
of the Universe. For more details we refer to Linder et al. (2016) and
Alonso et al. (2017); Gleyzes et al. (2014). As remarked, we will focus on α̂B and α̂ M . Since α̂ M affects the propagation of gravitational
waves as well (mainly by a damping term) it can also be constrained
from more local experiments. We refer the read to Ezquiaga & Zumalacárregui (2017) for viable regions in the Horndeski space after
GW170817. With the remaining free parameters Horndeski theories
still include quintessence, f (R) or Brans-Dicke.
The solutions to the linear perturbation equations is provided by
HiClass (Zumalacarregui et al. 2016), an extension to the Class
code (Blas et al. 2011; Lesgourgues 2011) for Horndeski theories.
From the code linear power spectra of the Bardeen potentials and
the matter density are readily available.

We choose z0 = 0.9 and β = 3/2. Lastly the index i labels the tomographic bin of the source sample for which we choose 6 equally
populated bins which has been shown to be close to optimal for
most cosmological parameters (Sipp et al. 2020). With these ingredients, the angular power spectrum of the lensing potential ψ in tomographic bins i and j is given by
Z χH
dχ
Wψ (χ)Wψ j (χ)PΦ+Ψ (`0 /χ, χ) ,
(10)
Cψi ψ j (`) =
χ2 i
0
where we defined the power spectrum of the the sum of the two
Bardeen potentials Φ and Ψ. It should be noted that eq. (10) uses the
Limber approximation. For cosmic shear, however, this expression
is very accurate up to large angular scales due to the broad lensing
kernel Wi (χ). The corresponding converge, κ, (shear) spectra is then
obtained via the relation ∆Ψ = 2κ, which amounts to a factor of `4 /4
in harmonic space for the spectrum. Observed lensing spectra are
noisy due to Poissonian shape noise:
Ĉκi κ j (`) =

nbin
`4
Cψ ψ + σ2
δi j .
4 i j
n̄

(11)

with the intrinsic ellipticity dispersion σ = 0.3, the number of
tomographic bins nbin and the mean number density of galaxies
n̄ = 30 arcmin−2 .

3.2 Tidal alignment of elliptical galaxies
The alignment models are both based on tidal interaction of galaxies with the LSS and we refer the reader to Tugendhat & Schaefer
(2017) for more details. In this section we will just provide the basic
MNRAS 000, 1–7 (2021)

4
definitions and discuss the impact of gravitational slip on intrinsic
alignments. We require correlations of the tidal shear:
Cαβγδ (r) ≡ hΦαβ (x)Φγδ (x0 )i
(r̂α r̂β δγδ + 5 perm.)ζ3 (r)+

(12)

(13)

as Fourier-transforms the spectrum PΦ (k) and its derivatives under
the assumption of isotropy (Crittenden et al. 2001). It should be
noted that in contrast to eq. (10) only the power spectrum of Φ, i.e.
the time-time component arises.
The picture of an elliptical galaxy is that it is described by a virialised system in which the stars perform random motion with a constant velocity dispersion σ2 and anisotropy parameter β provided a
gravitational potential Φ. The density of the cloud of stars follows
from the Jeans-equation ρ ∝ exp(−Φ/σ2 ) if β = 0 Perturbing the
isotropic system slightly by adding a quadrupole to the potential the,
the density of particles would change to
!
!
Φ(x)
1 ∂2 Φ(x0 )
ρ ∝ exp − 2 × 1 −
x
x
(14)
α β ,
σ
2σ2 ∂xα ∂xβ
where x0 is the peak of the original density profile. This in turn produces an ellipticity linear in the tidal field with a complex ellipticity
 = + + i× given by
!
∂2 Φ
∂2 Φ ∂2 Φ
−
+
2i
,
(15)
=D
∂x2
∂y2
∂x∂y
assuming the sky plane to coincide with the x, y-plane. Here D quantifies the response of the ellipticity to the tidal field. The correlations
are given by


+ +0 (r) = D2 4 ζ2 (r) + 4 sin2 (α) ζ3 (r) + sin4 (α) ζ4 (r) ,
(16)


× ×0 (r) = 4 D2 ζ2 (r) + sin2 (α) ζ3 (r) .
(17)
Making extensive use of the Limber projection in real space (Limber
1954; Loverde & Afshordi 2008), one finds
Z χH
Z χi+1
D
E


0
a,i a,i
(θ) =
dχ ni (χ)
dχ0 ni (χ0 ) a a0 r(χ, χ0 ) (18)
0

χi

where a ∈ {+, ×}. With
D
E D
E
,II
0
0
C±,i
(θ) = +,i +,i
± ×,i ×,i
,

1σ error D

GG
II+GI
GG+II+GI
D marginalized

0.12
0.32
0.11
0.11

0.13
0.30
0.10
0.12

0.022

10−4

10−5

10−6

10−7

GG
II
GI

10−8
101

`

102

Figure 1. Tomographic ellipticity spectra. The black lines correspond to the
a ΛCDM cosmology while the red and blue line are Horndeski theories with
α̂ M = 2.5 and α̂B = 2.5 respectively. Different line styles depict the pure
lensing signal (GG), pure alignment signal (II) and the cross-correlation (GI).
We assume two tomographic bins in this case. To avoid any clutter, the GG
and II contribution are shown for the auto-correlation of the first tomographic
bin, while the GI contributions correlates the second and the first bin.

and
γ× ×0 (r) =

Z

χH

dχ
0

W̃(χ)
× ×0 (r),
D

(23)

where W̃(χ) = (1 + Ψ/Φ)W(χ) to account for the proper Weyl potential for the lensing part. In complete analogy to the II-case:
Z χH Z χ j+1


D
E
W̃i (χ) n j (χ0 )
a a0 r(χ, χ0 ) . (24)
γa,i a,0 j (θ) = ∓
dχ
dχ0
D
0
χj
The E- and B-mode spectra are then readily calculated via eqs. (20)
and (21).

(19)

one can calculate the ellipticity E- and B-mode spectra of linear
alignment Ci (`) via a Fourier transform,
Z
 ,II

,II
,II
C E,i
(`) = π θdθ C+,i
(θ) J0 (`θ) + C−,i
(θ)J4 (`θ) ,
(20)
Z
 ,II

,II
C ,II
θdθ C+,i
(θ) J0 (`θ) − C−,i
(θ)J4 (`θ) ,
(21)
B,i (`) = π
where Jν (x) are regular Bessel functions.
Even more important than the intrinsic alignment auto-correlation
(II) is the GI-correlations which are cross-correlations between weak
lensing and intrinsic alignments since we then probe all possible
combinations of Φ and Ψ. For the model considered here, the 3d
correlation functions assume a familiar form
Z χH
W̃(χ)
+ +0 (r),
(22)
γ+ +0 (r) = −
dχ
D
0
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1σ error (α̂ M )

Table 2. Constraints on the modified gravity parameters and the alignment
parameter for different settings.

r̂α r̂β r̂γ r̂δ ζ4 (r),
where r = |x − x0 | and ζn (r) is,
Z
dk
ζn (r) = (−1)n rn−4
PΦ (k) kn+2 jn (kr),
2π2

1σ error (α̂B )

`(` + 1)C`

= (δαβ δγδ + δαγ δβδ + δαδ δβ,γ )ζ2 (r)+

type

4 RESULTS
We forecast the possible constraints on the two remaining degrees
of freedom α̂ M and α̂B by means of a Fisher-analysis, where the
likelihood is constructed from the angular ellipticity spectra with a
Gaussian-approximated covariance containing cosmic variance and
a shape noise term. The strength of intrinsic shape correlations in the
cosmic shear survey will largely affect the constraints and it depends
several aspects.
Most obviously, the value of the alignment parameter D is not yet
well known and there is no unanimity on its numerical value. The parameter determines the relative importance of the GI- and II-terms
in the angular ellipticity correlations, and introducing proportionalities of the signal with D and D2 , respectively. The differences between the three contributions to the ellipticity correlations are, due
to their different scaling with D, non-degenerate to some extent.

Horndeski gravity with intrinsic alignments

,II
,II
2
C E,i
(`) → fred
(`) ,
C E,i

,GI
,GI
C E,i
(`) → fred C E,i
(`) .

D marginalized
D fixed
lensing only
alignment only

1.0
0.5

α̂B

Heymans & others (2013) for example measured a significant
alignment signal from CFHTLenS which was used by Tugendhat
& Schaefer (2017) to determine D = 9.5 × 10−5 c2 , whereas Hilbert
et al. (2016) measured D = 1.5 × 10−4 c2 directly from simulations.
Instead Zjupa et al. (2020) found a very small alignment amplitude
(over a magnitude smaller) in the V-band of IllustrisTNG depending both on redshift (a trend also observed in Tenneti et al. 2015a;
Samuroff et al. 2020) and environment (Reischke & Schäfer 2019).
It also depends on the smoothing scale which is applied to the tidal
field. This is, however, by definition degenerate with the amplitude.
In summary, the alignment strength D is still up for debate and we
will choose a compromise between the different values in the literature here to be conservative. Stronger alignments would in fact
facilitate the measurement.
The second aspect determining the overall contribution from intrinsic ellipticity correlations is the fraction of the galaxy type with a
certain alignment mechanism. As discussed in section 1 we will consider alignments only for luminous red (elliptical) galaxies. Stage
IV survey, however, will observe a large fraction of blue galaxies.
In order to account for this intrinsic ellipticities pick up a factor fred
describing the fraction of elliptical galaxies in the survey

5

0.0
−0.5
−1.0
−2

−1

0

1

2

α̂M

Figure 2. One sigma constraints for a Euclid-like survey. Other cosmological
parameters have been set to their fiducial values and we only vary α̂ M and
α̂B . The black and blue ellipse correspond to lensing and alignment only
respectively. In red we show the combination of the two. Dashed ellipses
show the situation when we marginalize over the alignment amplitude D.

(25)

All parameters we assume for our forecast are summarised in table 1.
As shown by (Ghosh et al. 2020), there is no particular advantage in
pre-selecting elliptical galaxies for obtaining a clean sample, where
all galaxies contribute to intrinsic shape correlations, in contrast to
2
the full sample, where only the fraction fred and fred
contribute to
the GI and II-type correlations. In this trade-off, the signal would
be weaker by these factors, but this is largely compensated by the
overall smaller shape noise terms.
Figure 1 shows the signal we are looking for: The black lines show
the ΛCDM (all α̂i = 0) case while blue and red have α̂B and α̂B
changed to 2.5 respectively. The solid lines show the lensing spectra, the dotted line the GI contribution and the dashed line the II
spectrum. If we compare the relative amplitude of the spectra we
see that the GI spectrum is dominating the II contribution more than
for example in Tugendhat & Schaefer (2017). This is a result of the
reduced alignment parameter D. For definiteness we assumed two
tomographic bins and show only the auto-correlation of the first bin
for GG and II and the cross-correlation in case of GI. It should also
be noted that the GI contribution is negative which has an twofold
consequences for the inference process: it removes signal from the
ellipticity correlations but at the same time it makes tomographic
bins more independent since the II contribution is positive. Considering the dependence on the Horndeski parameters, we see that the
II contribution is largely unaffected by the braiding, α̂B , which is
expected since this mainly changes the gravitational slip. In contrast
it is affected by the running of the Planck mass, α̂ M , as this directly
changes the Poisson equation and therefore the tidal field of Φ. The
situation is different for GI which is sensitive to both parameters via
the Weyl potential from lensing and Φ from the tidal alignment.
We now assume a survey as described in table 1 to forecast constraints on α̂B and α̂ M . To this end we assume Gaussian statistics
and perform a Fisher forecast (see e.g. Tegmark et al. 1997). We
summarize the results in table 2. Figure 2 shows the Cramér-Rao
ellipse for the two Horndeski parameters for the cases considered
here. Solid lines show constraints where the alignment amplitude (if
necessary) is fixed to its fiducial value while dashed line marginalize over it. Furthermore we consider the case where we only use
lensing (black) only alignment (blue) and the combination of the
two (red). It should be noted that we include the GI contribution

in the alignment only case. Since measuring the ellipticities is not
a combination of probes but rather a single measurement, this split
is of course somewhat arbitrary since the observed correlation will
always include contributions. Finally, we fix all other cosmological
parameters to their fiducial values (Planck Collaboration et al. 2018)
and only fit the modified gravity and alignment parameters. One can
see IA adding roughly 10 or 30 per cent to the precision on α̂B and
α̂ M respectively. The stronger sensitivity on α̂ M again stems from
the fact that the II contribution is not particularly sensitive on α̂B
as discussed before. When marginalising over the alignment amplitude D the additional constraints from intrinsic alignments are weak
and they are not able to deliver any benefit over lensing alone. The
reason for this can already be seen in fig. 1: The dependence on
α̂ M is similar to a different alignment amplitude. We also tested the
case where each tomographic bin requires an independent alignment
amplitude Di , i = 1, ..., nbin . This made almost no difference on the
constraints on modified gravity mainly because as soon as the alignment parameter is left free already all of the signal from GI and II
needs to be sacrificed for fitting D. It would therefore be necessary
to provide external information on D, either by other observations or
from numerical simulations.
Although we compute the observable ellipticity correlations for
Horndeski-gravity as a specific model of modified gravity currently
heavily discussed in the literature, we would like to point out that one
can make use of their constraining power if the alignment parameter
D is provided from other sources, like simulations or from observations in the local Universe with reconstructed tidal gravitational
fields. Both would be viable as the reaction of an elliptical galaxy to
a tidal field is governed by Newtonian physics valid on the scale of a
galaxy, in the mainstream concept assuming dark matter as the dominating component of matter, and Newtonian physics being necessarily the limit of any viable theory of modified gravity. Deviations
in the gravitational interaction would then be measured relative to
that, in our case by gravitational light deflection. The contribution of
the gravitational, Newtonian potential as the first Bardeen-potential
on these scales would then be completed by a possibly modified curvature perturbation as the second Bardeen-potential.
If one has alternative access to the alignment parameter, even in
a statistical way as a prior to the inference, the constraining power
MNRAS 000, 1–7 (2021)
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of intrinsic alignments can be used even for a standard ΛCDM or
wCDM cosmology. But it is in combination with gravitational lensing through the independent measurement of the Bardeen-potential
that the unique sensitivity to modified gravity comes to bear. In the
simplest, empirical application one could determine the gravitational
slip parameter (Daniel et al. 2009), or the parameters η and µ for a
modified Poisson-equation (Amendola et al. 2012). On a more fundamental level, our test would be sensitive to screening mechanisms
(Falck et al. 2014) or effects of anisotropic stress within general relativity (Majerotto et al. 2012), which likewise generates differences
in the Bardeen potentials.
In comparison to the established and conventional method of combining lensing and the clustering or the peculiar motion of galaxies
(Heavens et al. 1998; Fosalba & Doré 2007; Mortonson et al. 2013;
Bellini et al. 2016), which take on the role of nonrelativistic test particles in this case, we would like to point out that both gravitational
lensing and intrinsic alignments are both sensitive to tidal gravitational fields, so they measure the spectrum of fluctuations naturally
on the same scale, unlike velocity fields, which provide information on larger scales as first derivatives of the gravitational potential.
Furthermore, IAs and lensing manifest themselves as ellipticity correlations and are therefore derived from the same data set. It would
be interesting to see to what extend the complementarity of intrinsic alignments as a source of cosmological information can be used,
similar to the well-established complementarity between lensing and
velocities (Shapiro et al. 2012; Kim & Linder 2019).

5 SUMMARY
In this paper we investigated the impact of modified gravity theories
of the Horndeski class on intrinsic ellipticity correlations and the
resulting consequences for inference with cosmic shear data from
stage IV surveys. Our motivation was to turn intrinsic alignments
from a nuisance to a cosmological probe. We use their unique sensitivity to a single Bardeen-potential (the gravitational potential Φ)
, and contrast them to gravitational lensing, which depends on both
Bardeen-potentials (the sum of the gravitational potential Φ and the
curvature perturbation Ψ), to carry out a cosmological test of gravity. While we have focused on the impact of inference of modified
gravity and in particular the Horndeski class, similar conclusions
can be drawn for other cosmological parameters, for phenomenological parameterisations of the Poisson-equation, or measurements
of anisotropic stress within standard general relativity.
The analysis is restricted to large scales ` < 300 where we can assume that the alignment of red (elliptical) galaxies can be described
by a simple model, linear in the tidal shear, and where for a typical
survey the density field can be considered in a stage of evolution well
described by linear theory. For blue (spiral) galaxies the alignment
is more short ranged, since alignment models are at least quadratic
in the tidal shear, and the restriction to low multipoles in fact discards any contribution of spiral alignments, for which there is only
inconclusive evidence from simulations.
We summarize our findings as follows:
(i) IAs carry in principle complementary about the metric perturbations and can therefore help to break degeneracies when measuring the gravitational slip. In particular in the context of Horndeski
gravity, the II component will mainly be sensitive to changes in the
Planck mass over cosmic time.
(ii) When the alignment strength is know a prior (for example
through simulations), IAs can provide a marked increase in sensitivity (of modified gravity parameters) when treated as a model preMNRAS 000, 1–7 (2021)

diction instead of as a nuisance. This statement strongly depends on
the overall coupling strength of the intrinsic ellipticity to the tidal
field which is still debated in the literature (see section 4 for a discussion). The results presented here are for a conservative value of
the coupling strength.
(iii) If the data itself has to measure the coupling strength the
whole alignment signal is used to fit the alignment parameter D,
leaving nearly no signal-to-noise for determining additional parameters. In this case, the constraints on α̂B and α̂ M are completely dominated by the lensing signal. Since the important quantity is the relative sensitivity between lensing and IAs one can suspect very similar
outcomes for other parameters: It is difficult to imagine how this can
be circumvented, as the alignment parameter D determines the amplitude of the IA signal in a scale independent way.
With the above conclusions it is evident that IAs will stay a nuisance which needs to be accounted for in future weak lensing surveys and can only add significant additional information if their
strength is measured in simulations or provided by other means:
Even stage IV surveys will not possess enough statistical power to
determine the alignment parameter D independently from the two α̂parameters needed for Horndeski gravity. Improving this situation
requires a more refined for spiral galaxies since the tidal torquing
model does not seem to be well produced by numerical simulations
(Zjupa et al. 2020); instead one found empirical evidence for a linear alignment model, whose mechanisms are yet to be determined.
One could imagine that spiral galaxies would add statistical power to
the measurement due to the large fraction of blue galaxies in future
surveys.
Data Availability: The data underlying this article will be shared
on reasonable request to the corresponding author.
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