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ABSTRACT

In this work we propose a phenomenological modification to the continuity equation at the linear
perturbation level and test it using combinations of the CMB temperature, polarization and lensing
potential angular spectrum, the ISW-galaxy cross power spectrum and the 3x2pt lensing and galaxy
clustering from DES survey. We investigate two parametrisations of this modification, both propor-
tional to a new parameter A., which is assumed to be either constant in time, or proportional to the
scale factor a, in order to be more relevant at late times. We find DES and ISW data to be consistent
with the standard continuity equation when A, is constant, but 2-3¢ hints of a non-zero modification
appear when Planck data is included. The model A, o a results in stronger tensions. We also test the
effects of including the common extra parameters u and 7 that modify the Poisson equation and Weyl
potential. Although A., p and 7 are correlated, we still find non-zero A, when Planck data is included
or without Planck if A. o< a and only either 1 or p are allowed to vary. We conclude that violations
of the continuity equation should be considered with care when testing additional deviations from

general relativity.

1. INTRODUCTION

Despite the success of ACDM and General Relativity
(GR) [1; 2], in particular when considering a cosmological
constant to describe the observed accelerated expansion
of our Universe, and regardless of the possible presence
of tensions at the background evolution level, with the
discrepancy found in the local value of the Hubble con-
stant when compared to that inferred from other probes
[3], or the recent preference for a dynamical dark en-
ergy found when CMB, Supernovae and BAO probes are
combined [4], there is also still motivation to investigate
effects of modifications to GR on the process of forma-
tion of large scale structures (LSS), since the latter are
mainly governed by the growth of primordial perturba-
tions till nowadays. In that regard, there is still room
within the current large scale structure growth measure-
ments for models that predicts deviation of the growth
from its ACDM fiducial value [5]. Moreover, there has
been lately found another tension, from the discrepant
values on the matter fluctuation related parameter Sg
when constrained from weak lensing (WL) shear correla-
tion measurements in comparison to that inferred from
cosmic microwave background (CMB) [6], or more di-
rectly the og-{2y, confidence regions when the latter con-
straints are compared with those obtained from cluster
counts [7; 8]. We also note the possible discrepancy on
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the integrated Sachs—Wolfe (ISW) signal measured by
stacking CMB temperature maps on positions of large
voids and clusters and found in tension with predictions
from ACDM. Several stacking analyses report a much
larger temperature decrement (for voids) and increment
(for clusters) than expected, both in amplitude and in
statistical significance ([9; 10]; while other studies using
different catalogs or mock tests find results consistent
with standard ISW expectations or attribute the excess
to selection effects and analysis choices [11].

Often at linear to mildly non-linear scales (k ~
0(0.001) — O(0.3) hMpc™!), to which most of the cur-
rent observations are still limited, the evolution of den-
sity perturbations within a theory of gravity can be de-
scribed by the following quantities: the Newtonian po-
tential U(k,z), the Weyl potential ®(k,z), the density
field p(k, z), and the velocity field v(k, z). These quan-
tities are not fully independent since the first two are
supposed equal within GR with deviation parametrised
through the anisotropic stress parameter 7, while the
Newtonian potential and density contrast field are con-
nected via the Poisson equation, with deviation from GR
parametrised through the parameter p. These equations
are complemented by one linking the potential and ve-
locity field through the Euler equation, while the time
derivative of the density contrast field is connected to
the velocity field through the continuity equation.

Often modifications to general relativity are performed


https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4823-3757
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5853-6164
mailto:$^*$ziad.sakr@net.usj.edu.lb
https://arxiv.org/abs/2512.10802v1

2

through the p and 1 parameters while assuming GR the-
ory for the Euler and continuity equation. However,
there have been attempts to test modifications to the
Euler equation by [12], who did so by relaxing the va-
lidity of the weak equivalence principle, thus allowing
dark matter to behave differently than standard matter.
They showed that redshift-space distortions commonly
used are not sufficient to constrain modifications to the
Poisson equation, and found that such degeneracies can
be broken by measuring gravitational redshift from the
galaxy distribution. Although the continuity equation
has not been subject to similar investigations, there have
been many works that investigated the phenomenology
of the beyond Horndeski class of scalar-tensor theories
of gravity through a non-vanishing «; parameter. This
leads, among other effects, to a coupling between the
sound speeds of dark energy and matter in the Jordan
frame, which modifies the continuity equation conserva-
tion in the Einstein frame. These latter studies have
been conducted using either galaxy and galaxy clusters
profile of their potential [13; 14] or also using cosmologi-
cal probes such as CMB and RSD [15]. Nevertheless, in
all these attempts, no consideration of the impact of the
non conservation of the continuity equation alone was
investigated.

In this work we aim at directly testing the impact on
the growth of LSS of a non conservation of the continu-
ity equation described by a non-vanishing parameter A,
and that along with the interplay with the two other pa-
rameters commonly used to model deviation from GR,
n and p, where the latter affects the growth of struc-
ture especially on sub-horizon scales, while the former
impacts more the lensing or the ISW effect from the LSS
on the travelling photons, or to a lesser degree, the per-
turbations at super horizon scales in probes such as CMB
angular temperature and polarization spectra. For that
we are going to combine appropriate datasets that are
expected to catch effects such as the ISW signal from
CMB cross correlation with galaxy distributions or the
3x2-pt photometric lensing and galaxy auto- and cross-
correlation probes. Note that this signal is different from
the ISW from stacking CMB temperature maps men-
tioned above that we do include in this work. We also
combine these probes with the CMB temperature, polar-
ization and lensing angular power spectra.

The structure of the paper is the following: in Sec. 2
we lay down the modelling we followed for the break of
the continuity equation and its impact on our used ob-
servables. In Sec. 4 we describe the method and datasets
we use to test our theory. Then in Sec. 4 we show the
result of our Bayesian study for different cases and com-
binations of datasets before we discuss and conclude in
Sec. 5.

2. MODELS, METHODS, AND DATASETS
2.1. Theory and models

Under general assumptions, in the quasi-static limit,
the perturbed matter stress-energy tensor equations [16]
in natural units G (gravitational constant) =

¢ (light speed) = 1 read:
Sm +3H (Cs,m - wz) Om =
- [1 + wrn + (1 + Cim) 6rn] 6 : ﬁrn - ﬁrﬂ : ﬁ61!1 Y (1)
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a? [1 +wm + (14 cg,m)ém]
V¢ = dma® pm (14 3¢ 1) Om (3)

where H is the Hubble parameter and up,(%,t) is the
comoving peculiar velocity as a function of the comov-
ing coordinates & = 7/a, the pressure perturbations to
density perturbations are related through the effective
sound speed cg’m = 0pm/dpm and where we specify a re-
lation between pressure and density by introducing the
background equation-of-state parameter wy, = Pm/pPm.
If we want to consider the standard cold dark matter
paradigm, where wy, and c¢s vanish and baryons are sub-
dominant at our observables scales, and if we further
consider 0, < 1 along with assuming a simple top-hat

profile for the density perturbations, i.e. Vi = 0, we
see that Eq. (1), if we isolate to the right-hand side the
derivative of § term and multiply all the rest to the left
by our factor, will be the same as Eq. 7.
Under these approximations, we recover the standard
conservation equation
’ zk‘lufn
61’11 GJH ’ (4>

where a prime denotes d/dr, i.e. a derivative with re-
spect to the conformal time 7. If one goes beyond the
linear regime, standard symmetry considerations made
in effective field theory of the large scale structure allow
for counterterms which modify the continuity equation
(see e.g. [17])

. - V3§ V20

6m + [1 + 5m} V. Um = _XIT + XZW
where X7 are dimensionless generalizing parameters.
However, these are next-to-leading order corrections.

In this work, instead, we investigate the effects of a sim-
pler modification of the continuity equation which could
be relevant already at linear scales. If the linear conser-
vation equation is violated, then one can write

+ ey (5)

i
5 :_zkium

= Qoo (©)

where d¢, is (the perturbed part of) another field whose
energy is not carried by the observed particles and @ is a
coupling constant. It is likely that in a linear approxima-
tion we have ¢, = —A.dyn. This occurs for instance in
coupled dark energy, although in that case A. would be
k-dependent and important only at super-sound-horizon
scales, as we will see later. In this case, we arrive at the
equation which summarizes our proposed modification:

'ki fn
(L+A)d = —=, (7)

where we absorbed @ into A..



Our choice is also compatible with another accept-
able assumption that no coupling between dark energy
and dark matter exists where in that case, as already
mentioned above, A. will be k-dependent [18], since one
has, with Q' being the CDE coupling constant T(”n: Y =

Q'T(myd¥, and T(l;ﬁl:);v = —Q'T(ny¢t where m and ¢,
stands respectively for matter and the dark energy re-
lated scalar field, so that, without loss of generality in

the quasi-static limit,

aH?
5¢c == 3?Q/Qm5
yielding
H2
Ao =32 Q%1 - 3¢2) .

k2

However, even in the previous case, we see that the ef-
fect is not expected to be important at horizon scales,
while here we will be using probes more effectively at
sub-horizon scales.

To proceed with exploring the effect of our modelling,
we start by considering that the gravitational system is
described by a perturbed flat FLRW line element in the
Newtonian gauge

ds? = — (1+29) dt? + a? (1 — 29) (dr2 + TQdQQ) . (8)

where r is the comoving radial distance, and we have
introduced the scalar perturbations ¥ and ®. The former
is sourced by the mass distribution through the Poisson
equation. The latter can be conveniently absorbed into
the Weyl potential

oy =210 ©

which is the degree of freedom governing both gravita-
tional lensing and ISW effects. The gravitational poten-
tials, if we assume at first that they are slowly varying,
can be mapped out through the equation of linear matter
perturbations [19]

—k? U (a, k) = 47 a® pm(a) om(a, k) pla, k), (10)
O(a, k) = ¥(a,k)n(a,k). (11)

Let’s further assume the validity of the equivalence prin-
ciple, and both the Euler and continuity equations at
deep sub-horizon scales (k/(aH) > 1). The perturbed
variables and our parameter A, considered in a first case

as constant, and imposing 6 = —ik;u’ /aH, would be
given by:
Om = (14 Ac) 6L, (12)
H k2
0 =—(24 =6, — | V. 1
we (o) (i) v

Combining these two equations with

2V = —4mwa®p(a, k) pmOm (14)

K ®w = —4ma®p(a, k) (1 +1(a, k)) pmbm , (15)

3

we obtain the modified second order growth equation:'

H/

In this case p and A, posterior probability distribu-
tions should be strongly correlated if we constrain them
through probes that are affected by the growth such as
the ones we use in this work, to wit the weak lensing
shear and the ISW galaxy correlations (see Sec. 4). The
interplay of A. and 1 comes, in this case, from the effect
that the latter has with p on the Weyl potential present
in the aforementioned probes, where y and 7 are anticor-
related. On the other hand, A. and 7 interact in a less
straightforward way through their interplay in the Weyl
potential and growth of structure product, which enters
in our used probes.

As discussed above, we will consider two parametriza-
tions for the modification of the continuity equation:

A (a) = A, = const., (17)
A (a) = Aca. (18)

In the case where A, is considered as a dynamical vari-
able, Eq. (7) becomes (we will drop the “eff” superscript
for simplicity in the equations below)

(1+ Ac)dy, + Aldy = O, (19)
so that
(1+ A0 +2AL8 + Allsy, =0, (20)

The second order growth equation becomes now:

!/
(1+ Aoy, + {2/1; + (1 + Ac) <2+ I;I) }6;0 =

/
st )

In this case A, is not necessarily correlated with p (un-
less its derivative is small with respect to it), while the
correlation between p and n remains the same because
they are both included in the modification of the Weyl
potential. However, now that A. is time-dependent, we
could expect it to be anticorrelated with 1 through the
relation between 7 and the derivative of the growth in
the ISW formalism.

In this work however, we may additionally combine
in some cases with the CMB angular power spectrum on
scales larger than the horizon, and the effect of A, p and
1, parameterised as constant or varying with redshift,
would be implemented through MGCLASS in which case
the quasi-static approximation is not relaxed as in the
above equations, even though it has been shown that the
super-horizon treatment of the effect of ;1 and 7 could be
separated from that on the sub-horizon in the equations
implemented in MGCLASS.

The analytic treatment when A., p and 1 are taken
as dynamical is too complicated to give direct insights
on the interplay between these parameters so we only
present here the constant parameterisation case, where

(21)

1 Note that for A. = —1 we get a divergent 47, for non-zero Op,.
We therefore will always limit in what follows the range of allowed
A. to be above this threshold.
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without the quasi-static approximation, an additional
component enters Eq. (12), which becomes

Om = (1+ Ac) 6., + 39", (22)
Eq. (10) has to be written now as
KU = —CL2/J,(G,, E)pmAm , (23)

where A, = 0 + 3(aH/k)f. Defining v = (k/(aH))0
and E, = H?/HZ, we arrive at the following system of
equations which generalize those of e.g. [20] for A, # 0

9 QO w (&)
“owBE M [1 - 1+HAJ Am + [3H - 1+HAc u

A/
m k\2 |, 9 Qn ’
(aH) +§a3Ez 11{20
(24)
H' 3 Q
f=_ |24 =— — B A, 25
" [+H]“ 2438, " (25)

Dividing our treatment between sub- and super-horizon
scales, we see that for the sub-horizon scales Eq. (24)

yields
(A
Am=T7 4 26)

so that we end up with an equation similar to (16)

H’ 1
A LA (24 A = 0. 27

Again p and A, are expected to be correlated, while for
the super-horizon scales, Eq. (24) becomes

1+ A, 2H'H(1+ A)
n 3 nuEm

where E,, = QuHo/a®. This, combined with Eq. (25),
yields

Cnu np 1+ A,
A el _1) | A
m (1 _"_ AC) + (1 + AC) O + O 77 m

1+ A, C'nu H
—1 A 94+ L
*( " ><1+Ac> P E )

(C(HAC)A;HJF (l—i-Ac B 1) C(1+Ac)Am>
ny n ny

3 En
S 170 Am: ; 2
+2H2u 0 (29)

Ain:—{ —1]Am+ u, (28)

where C' = (3Ey,)/(2H'H) was defined to simplify the
presentation of the derivative of u to keep the relevant
terms clear. Here we see that n and A. should be cor-
related, though the effect might be cancelled from their
interplay in our probes. On the other hand p and 7
should be anti-correlated, and no specific relation is clear
between p and A..

3. METHODS AND DATASETS

As part of the baseline we use in this work, we include
the cross correlation of ISW and CMB, the formulation
of which is given by [21; 22]

2
i = = / K dkP(k) K2 KY (30)

with a FLRW ACDM background assumed we have

kY = [ 450 D). (31)
Kp =220 [ (40414 2)D(E)] i)
(32)

where b(z) is the bias, D(z) the growth factor, j, the
spherical Bessel functions, x(z) the comoving distance,
dN(z)/dz the normalized galaxy redshift distribution,
and 7 parametrizes modification of gravity. For n = u =
1 we recover the standard GR equation. Following [23],

our likelihood for CéTg) includes a free parameter Aisw
that quantifies the agreement between the data and the
ACDM model and has unity value for ACDM.

We also combine constraints with those from the 3x2pt
power spectrum of the galaxy lensing, clustering and
their cross correlations, in which the observed angular
lensing-lensing convergence power spectrum from divided
into several redshift bins can be written as

szijw):/d WiW(Z)WjW(Z)ﬂ(l

where Py (k,z) is the galaxy-galaxy power spectrum,
evaluated at k = ko(z) = e-:1/27 and

(2)
W7 (k, 2) = S0 3 (1 4 2)r(2) /dznT(z) W ,
) (34)

Above, n;(z)/n; and b;(k,z) are, respectively, the nor-
malised galaxy distribution and the galaxy bias in the
i-th redshift bin. We also include intrinsic alignment ef-
fects, where the weight function can be written as

Ay mi(2) Fia(2)
Wit (z) = H(:) Honi(z)E(Z)AcIACIAQmﬁu
(35)

where
Fia(z) = (14 2)M[(L)(2)/ Ly (2)]7*,

to obtain, respectively, the correlation between back-
ground shear and foreground intrinsic alignment Cf] 0),
and the autocorrelation of the foreground intrinsic align-
ment C’g(f) We also include the photometrically de-
tected galaxy-galaxy correlations for which we replace in
Eq. (33) the weights by the radial function for galaxy
clustering defined as

WiG(k, z) = bi(k, 2)n;(2)H(z) . (36)

Finally, we investigate constraints obtained from com-
binations with the CMB temperature, polarization, and
their cross correlations C, and lensing spectrum D, probe
from the data released by the Planck satellite mission [1]
(hereafter P1k18).

We run our MCMC chains using MGCLASS II [24] which
is interfaced with the cosmological data analysis code
MontePython [25] in which we use the publicly avail-
able likelihood [26] that contains the Planck high-¢ (for
high-temperature), Planck low-¢ and low-EE (for low-
temperature and polarization), and Planck lensing (CMB



lensing reconstruction). We also make use within the in-
ference code of the CMBxISW likelihood from [23] and
adapted it to incorporate our model testing. As tracers
of matter distribution we use five catalogues of extra-
galactic sources: the 2MASS Photometric Redshift cat-
alogue 2MPZ [27], the WISE x SuperCOSMOS photo-
z catalogue (henceforth WIxSC) [28], the SDSS DR12
photometric dataset [29], a catalogue of photometric
quasars compiled from the SDSS DR6 dataset [30] and
the NRAO VLA Sky radio sources Survey NVSS [31]. Fi-
nally, for the 3x2pt lensing and clustering correlations,
we use data from the dark energy survey (DES) collab-
oration [2; 32] with the DES likelihood implemented as
well by us based on the official public one, where we
limit ourselves to the linear scales following the proce-
dure of [33].

Table 1 summarizes all free parameters (including the
nuisance ones) and their assumed priors in three groups:
the cosmological and modified gravity ones, the ones used
in the DES 3 x 2pt likelihood, and those used in the
tomographic ISW likelihood.

4. CONSTRAINTS ON THE CONTINUITY EQUATION AND
THE ANISOTROPIC STRESS PARAMETERS

In this section we show MCMC constraints on the
cosmological parameters with the A. parameter, either
alone or when we consider further extensions from the
standard scenario by including different combinations of
Ac, n and p as free parameters. We also allow them to
be either a constant or time-varying according to a fixed
dynamical scale parameterisation. We provide results for
different combinations of our probes, namely the cross
correlation between ISW and CMB, and the 3x2pt joint
lensing and clustering probe from DES galaxy survey.

In this first scheme, we additionally consider priors on
some of the cosmological parameters that will not be
constrained by the sub-horizons probes, using as refer-
ence the CMB power spectrum results. In particular, we
do so for these parameters: the spectral index ng and
the baryon matter density ),. Subsequently, in a sec-
ond bundle, we follow the same previous scheme, but
we further combine results with the CMB temperature,
polarization and lensing power spectrum and add differ-
ent constraining observables coming from the effect of
the standard cosmological model extension parameters
on the late ISW and lensing effect impact on the CMB
spectrum.

Table 1 summarizes the parameters employed here, and
the priors assumed for each of them. The left sub-table
show the cosmological and model extension parameters
and priors. The center and right sub-tables, show the
same as used by the DES 3x2pt likelihood [2; 32] and
CMB x ISW likelihood in [23], respectively (see Sect. 3
for details on the datasets used). We considered uniform
(Ula, b]) priors for all parameters or Gaussian (N (p,0))
when we only consider P1k18 priors.

We start by showing, in Figure 1, the results of our
MCMC runs when allowing A. alone as an additional
extension to the ACDM model, and that for two sorts of
probes combination, to wit one using only ISW-GC and
3x2pt WLGC with CMB priors, and one when addition-
ally adding the Planck likelihood itself. We observe in
the first case, for either constant or dynamical A., that

Table 1
List of parameters and priors. We use either uniform (U]a, b]) or
Gaussian (N (p,0)]) priors for all parameters. The Gaussian
priors were used when we only consider P1k18 priors. Top:
Cosmological and modified gravity parameters. Center: DES
3x2pt likelihood. Bottom: CMB x ISW likelihood.

Parameter Prior
Cosmology
Qm uU[0.1, 0.9]
In(1010 A) U[1.6,3.9]
Ns U[0.87, 1.07], A/(0.965, 0.004)
Qp [0.03, 0.07], A/(0.0493, 0.0001)
h U[0.3, 0.91]
Iz U[-1.0, 1.0]
n U[-1.0, 1.0]
Ac U[-1.0, 1.0]
Parameter Prior
Lens Galaxy Bias
bi(i=1,5) U[0.8, 3.0]
Intrinsic Alignment
AIA(Z) = AIA[(]- =+ Z)/]..GQ]"IA
Ara U[->5,5]
1A U[-5,5]
Lens photo-z shift (red sequence)
Az} 1[0.008, 0.007]
Az? U[—0.005,0.007]
Az 1[0.006, 0.006]
Az 1[0.000,0.010]
Azf 1[0.000, 0.010]
Source photo-z shift
Azl U[—0.001,0.016]
Az2 U[—0.019,0.013]
Az U[+0.009,0.011]
Az U[—0.018,0.022]
Shear calibration
m:ne,tacalibration(i =1, 4) u[0012’ 0023]
Mivssuaps (6= 1,4) U[0.0,0.035]
Parameter Prior
ISW calibration parameter
Arsw U[0.85, 2.3]
MPZ
bo U[1.2, 1.8]
by U[1.1, 1.7]
bo U[1.5, 2.3]
SDSS
bo U[0.9, 1.4]
bo U[0.7, 1.05]
by U[0.6, 0.95]
bo U[0.85, 1.3]
bo U[0.7, 1.3]
WIxSC
bo U[0.8, 1.3]
b1 U[0.65, 1.1]
bo U[0.8, 1.2]
QSO
bo U[0.6, 1.8]
by U[1.0, 2.6]
b U[1.7, 3.6]
NVSS
bo U[1.9, 3.0]

its bounds are still compatible with a ACDM-like null
value, while the constraints on h and og explore a range
that covers both their local and CMB values. We also
notice that the Ajgw bounds are in this case compatible
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Figure 1.

68% and 95% confidence contours for Qpn, h, Aisw, os, and A inferred using ISW cross correlation with galaxy surveys

distributions, and 3x2pt photometric lensing and galaxy correlations, and cross correlations from DES survey, with and without CMB
constraints. We note that the inclusion of CMB TTT E E E+lensing results in non-zero constraints for A. above the 20 confidence-level.

The prior ranges for the different parameters follow Table 1.

with the unity value, shifted from those obtained in [23]
within the ACDM model.

When we combine with the full CMB likelihood, we
observe a tightening of the constraints, and we re-obtain
the current tension in h with its local value, while og
bounds are still broad. Interestingly, the A, bounds are
in this case strongly constrained and prefer a value of
~ 0.15 at over 20 from the fiducial null value. This is
mainly due to the discrepancy on the Aigw value between
CMB and local probes, resulting in tight constraints on
A. when combined.

Let’s now move on to cases where we allow for a
more general modified gravity scenario, and include the
w and/or ) parameters, in addition to A, and Argw. Just
as for A., we will consider two models, one in which
and 7 are constant, and one in which they are propor-
tional to a. So we either consider all three A., p and n
to be all constant, or all time-varying.

We start with the constant A, model. We depict in
Figure 2 the resulting cornerplot for the case where we
combine ISW-GC and 3x2pt WLGC along with priors
from CMB Planck 2018. We analyze four different cases,
varying: (i) A. and 7 (blue lines); (ii) A. and p (red
lines); (iii) n and p but no A. (gray lines); (iv) all four
together (green lines). We also show constraints on the

classical p-n combination when both are left free to vary
(gray lines). We note in this case that the extra degrees
of freedom result in poor constraints for A., n and pu,
and that in all cases they are consistent with the ACDM
scenario. Moreover, as expected and explained in Sec. 3,
we observe for a constant A, that A. and p are correlated
while the opposite occurs between A, and 7 due, in the
former case, to their interplay in the growth equation,
and in the latter one to that of how A, and 7 enter into
the Weyl potential expression.

We then test the A, x a, n x a, u x a model with the
same dataset. Results are illustrated in Figure 3. The
correlation trend above is modified in the dynamical A,
case, and A. and 7 are now also positively correlated.
This is due to their relation in the ISW equation where
the differentiation of 7, now dynamical, affects its evo-
lution. Note that the correlation between p and n is
always positive for the two parameterisations because it
is mainly driven by their interplay in the Weyl poten-
tial entering both sub-horizon probes. Leaving free all
our model extension parameters alter and weaken these
trends where it seems that the n-u correlation is strongly
preferred in either of the adopted parameterisations such
that both vary almost independently of A.. We also ob-
serve, for almost all cases and parameterisations, that
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Figure 2. Same as Figure 1 but adding also the p and 7 modified gravity parameters and assuming A, p and 7 to be constant in time.

the bounds on A, show preference for positive values,
with however a preference for the null value for the A.-n
case while the symmetry is fully restored when we leave
all three parameters free at once.

We also observe in both constant and time-varying
models that Ajgw prefer a unity value, contrary to some
results in the literature. In the constant model, we see
that Q. or h or g bounds widen with respect to ACDM
to the point that no tension is seen, at the cost of course
of a lost in the constraining power. In the dynamical
parameterisation however, og bounds are showing pref-
erence for low values for the A.-n and A.-pu cases, in ten-
sion with those obtained with the pu-n and A.-n-p free
cases.

Next, we include also the CMB angular power spec-
trum. Once more, we start with the constant A., n, p
model, with results shown inin Figure 4, and then con-
sider the time-varying case, which we depict in Figure 5.
Adding the CMB is expected to bring further constraints
from the late ISW effect, and from the lensing of the

CMB along its path. In the constant case, this has the
effect of consolidating the bounds on n around the GR
value while p shows a preference for positive values but
is still compatible with GR. However, A. is positive at
above the 2 o level, even when p and n are also left free.
The effect is stronger in the dynamic model than in the
constant one.

We also find lower values for og, close to common local
constraints, while the h tension vanishes due to the lower
precision. The A.-n or A.-p correlations are showing the
same trend as the case without the CMB, as expected
from the analytic analysis in Sec. 3 when we include,
as necessary in this case, possible effect on both super-
and sub-horizon scales. In the dynamical model, we still
observe the change in correlation as before, but we see
looser constraints now on A. parameter. The only sub-
stantial difference is with the n parameter now slightly
not preferring the unity value.

To summarise and add further insights on the above
observed bounds, we say that without including CMB
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Figure 3. Same as Figure 2 but now allowing time-variations of A, p and 7.

constraints, €, is correlated with og and its impact
on the derivative of the power spectrum in the ISW
probe dominates a possible correlation between A. and
os, leading A. to still prefer the vanishing value. When
A, is allowed to vary with the scale factor, it correlates
with og and yield a preference for non-null value for A,
because ISW and DES prefer a Aigw value far from 1,
except when it becomes degenerate with p and 7 at which
case {),,-0g correlation is seen again. When we combine
with CMB, €2,,, is now strongly constrained, and it loses
the correlation with og even in the case of A. constant.
However, even though that Ajgw is compatible with 1,
the discrepancy between CMB and the local probes on
og translates into a deviation of A, from its vanishing
value.?

2 We have checked by running MCMC using ISW+DES alone or
combined with CMB from Plk18 that in the latter case the Argw
parameter shifts from ~ 1.57 to one, while og is pushed from ~0.78
to ~0.82.

5. CONCLUSION

In this work, we wanted to test the conservation of the
continuity equation at the perturbation level by means of
a phenomenological modelling of its deviation from the
standard behaviour. We parameterise this with a simple
A, parameter, which is still however compatible with al-
lowed extensions from general theoretical considerations.
We also test the interplay of the continuity deviation
parameter with two other common parameters p and n
relative to the functions modelling the deviation from
general relativity of the Poisson and the Weyl potential.
For that we performed a Bayesian analysis using differ-
ent combinations of the CMB temperature, polarization
and lensing potential angular spectrum, along with the
ISW galaxy cross power spectrum and the 3x2pt lens-
ing and galaxy clustering from DES survey probes. This
choice was motivated by the fact that p mainly affects
the growth of structure especially on sub horizon scales
while 7 impacts more the lensing, or the ISW effect from
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Figure 4. Same as Figure 2 but now adding different combinations of CMB C,

the LSS, or to a very lesser degree the perturbations at
super horizon scales in probes such as CMB angular tem-
perature and polarization spectra. To close our system
of equations, we supposed two functional parametrisation
of the studied parameters, a constant or a dynamical late
time variation.

Without combining with the CMB datasets, we found
that our deviation continuity parameter, in the constant
or dynamical parameterisation, is still compatible with
ACDM, though showing a preference of 2—3¢ for non-null
values for some cases, either alone or when we addition-
ally allow either i or ) to vary. We also observed for most
of the combinations, as expected from our prior theoret-
ical investigation, a strong correlation between the Pois-
son or anisotropic stress and the continuity parameter.
When we add CMB constraints, we found the same be-
haviour as before for either of the parameterisations with
moreover a clear 20 deviation from the null value for A,
in almost all the cases. These deviations from ACDM

0.27 0.28 0.29 0.30 0.31 0.67 0.68 0.69 070 0.71 070 075 080 085 1.0 15 2.0

Qm h Og Aisw

TT.TE.EE ynd its lensing potential from Plk18.

are mainly driven by, either discrepancy on the Ajgw val-
ues or on og ones between CMB and local probes. This
calls for taking the assumption of the conservation of
the continuity equation with care, especially when test-
ing additional deviations from general relativity at the
perturbation level with growth of structure probes.
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