arXiv:1302.0941v1 [astro-ph.CO] 5 Feb 2013

CDM and Baryons as Distinct Fluids in a Linear Approximation for the Growth of Structure

Soma De,^{1, ∗} James B. Dent,^{1, 2, †} and Lawrence M. Krauss^{1, ‡} 1Department of Physics & School of Earth and Space Exploration, Arizona State University, Tempe, AZ 85287-1404 2Department of Physics, University of Louisiana at Lafayette, Lafayette, LA 70504-4210, USA

A single fluid approximation which treats perturbations in baryons and dark matter as equal has sometimes been used to calculate the growth of linear matter density perturbations in the Universe. We demonstrate that properly accounting for the separate growth of baryon and dark matter fluctuations can change some predictions of structure formation in the linear domain in a way that can alter conclusions about the consistency between predictions and observations for ΛCDM models versus modified gravity scenarios . Our results may also be useful for 21cm tomography constraints on alternative cosmological models for the formation of large scale structure.

PACS numbers: 98.80.-k

I. INTRODUCTION

Since the discovery that the universe is apparently dark energy-dominated causing an observed acceleration ([1, 2], also inferred indirectly on the basis of other observational constraints, i.e. see, for example [3]), a vast expenditure of effort has been made towards possible explanations of the acceleration. The standard paradigm of cold dark matter with a cosmological constant (ΛCDM) in the cosmological framework of general relativity (GR) accommodates all experimental evidence, and remains the simplest and most economical cosmological model consistent with the data. Though the ΛCDM cosmology fits all the present data, issues such as the hierarchy and coincidence problems remain which highlight the issue of how the acceleration can be realized in a fully consistent theoretical framework. This has led to a consideration of alternative cosmological models, including models in which gravity varies away from GR on large scales. As observations become increasingly precise, the ΛCDM picture will be put through ever more rigorous tests in the effort to constrain new physics. It is important therefore to have accurate theoretical frameworks by which to judge whether observations may indicate a discrepancy with the predictions of the standard model.

By now a standard way to constrain various cosmological alternatives is via an exploration of the growth of linear matter perturbations for various redshifts. These perturbations have been parameterized via a growth index (see for example [4–9]), which has a specific value for ΛCDM (to first order in deviations from a purely CDM dominated universe, where the deviation is due to a cosmological constant, this index has been estimated to be simply 6/11).

The growth is typically found in the following manner.

∗Electronic address: somad@asu.edu †Electronic address: jbdent@louisiana.edu ‡Electronic address: krauss@asu.edu

One defines a matter overdensity given in k-space by δ ≡ δρ/ρ with ρ being the background matter density. Using the standard Einstein equations, one finds the dynamical equation typically called the growth equation, for a single component matter field in a matter dominated universe

δ̈ + 2Hδ̇ − 4πG_N ρδ = 0 (1)

where the overdot is a derivative with respect to coordinate time and we have dropped the k index. This relation is given in the synchronous gauge where it holds on all scales (for gauge related issues see for example [10–17]). From here one can define a function g ≡ dlnδ/dlna ≡ Ω_m(a)^γ which leads to the equation

g^′ + g^2 + g ( Ḣ H^2 + 2 ) = 3 2 Ω_m (2)

where the prime denotes a derivate with respect to the natural log of the scale factor. The function g can be identified as the growth factor for matter density perturbations. The solution to this for a flat universe with a dark energy equation of state w_Λ is given, to first order in the expansion parameter 1 − Ω_Λ by γ = 3(w_Λ − 1) 6w_Λ − 5 (3) This relation reduces to γ = 6/11 for the case of ΛCDM. The growth factor g defined in (2) is affected only by CDM overdensities. In our paper we will consider the effect of considering both CDM and baryonic perturbations on the growth factor.

Therefore we focus on two facts:

• The matter content of the universe is not solely composed of cold dark matter, as the baryonic content is roughly one-fifth that of dark matter [18]. If one writes separate growth equations for dark matter and baryonic matter densities, each contain a source term involving the gravitational potential which is a function of the full matter content, including both baryons and dark matter (for example, the third term in Eq.(1) arises from the Poisson equation for the gravitational potential).

• Because baryonic matter has a non-zero sound speed, dark matter and baryonic matter perturbations obey different dynamical equations [19–21].

Here we explore the consequences of properly incorporating both of these effects, and quantify and compare differences in the perturbative densities when the full set of baryonic plus dark matter equations are solved versus the case when baryons are ignored. One of the central purposes of this effort is to compare the relative differences between results of these two approaches compared to the differences obtained when different cosmological models are explored, in order to determine the sensitivity to cosmological model dependence versus the need to properly account for baryons.

To explore these effects we perform calculations under both the standard ΛCDM scenario and a modified gravity model, for which we choose the DGP [22] model. We compare bias factors, total matter density perturbations and the growth factor in these to cosmological scenarios scenarios to explore the sensitivity to not including baryonic perturbations. We find that an accurate treatment of baryonic fluctuations will alter quantities like the bias factor and the total matter density fluctuation even in the linear regime in a way that can exceed the change induced in the quantities by varying the the background cosmology. On the other hand we find that the growth factor, defined as^{dlnδ}_{dlna} is relatively insensitive to inclusion or non-inclusion of baryonic dynamics over linear scales. It is on the other hand very sensitive to the background cosmological model.

In Section II we briefly present the formalism for the full set of dynamical equations. In Section III we present our results, and finally in Sec. IV we conclude with a brief discussion of their implications.

II. CALCULATION

The full set of coupled linear differential equations for the growth of perturbations in dark matter (δ_c) and baryons (δ_b) along with radiation (δ_{rad}) is

δ̈_c + 2H(z)δ̇_c = 3 2 H^2(f_cδ_c + f_bδ_b + f_rδ_{rad})

δ̈_b + 2H(z)δ̇_b + c^2_sk^2 = 3 2 H^2(f_cδ_c + f_bδ_b + f_rδ_{rad}) δ_{rad} = 4 3 δ_b (4)

f_c = Ω_c(z) f_b = Ω_b(z) f_r = Ω_{rad}(z), 0 (z > z_{dec}, z < z_{dec}) (5) where Ω_c, Ω_b and Ω_{rad} are CDM, baryons and radiation energy density at a given epoch. We define c_s = (_{δP} δρ ) S [20], where the subscript S stands indicates that c_s is defined at constant entropy, S. At low redshifts c_s is primarily due to baryonic pressure and at high-redshift(predecoupling redshifts), the contribution is mainly from radiation pressure. At high redshifts we use Eqns.(4) and (5) to solve for the baryonic and dark matter perturbations. We evolve the perturbations in each Fourier mode k, starting from the epoch of horizon entry for that particular mode. Therefore our boundary values for δ_b and δ_c, corresponding to a mode k, are set at the epoch of horizon entry, z_{ent}, such that A = 3δ_{COBE} k_0 = a(z_{eq} )H(z_{ent}) c δ_{c,b}(z_{ent}, k) = A ( k k_0

)^ns_2 (k < k_{eq} )

= A ( k k_0

)^ns^{−4}_2 (k > k_{eq} ) δ̇_{c,b}(z_{ent}, k) = δ_{c,b}(z_{ent}, k)H(z_{ent}) (z_{ent} > z_{eq} ) (6) = δ_{c,b}(z_{ent}, k)a(z_{ent})H(z_{ent}) (z_{ent} < z_{eq} ) In Eq.(6), modes that enters the horizon at the epoch of matter and radiation equality (z_{eq} ) are denoted by k_0. Fluctuations are normalized by using the temperature fluctuation over angular scales of 7 degrees at the surface of last scattering measured by the COBE mission which is denoted by δ_{COBE} [23]. The spectral index of the primordial fluctuations (coming from very early times) is set by n_s over all Fourier modes.

The boundary conditions for δ_{c,b} described by Eq.(6) come from the following argument. Given a primordial power spectra of shape P_i(k) ∝ k^{ns} , fluctuations grow during the radiation dominated epoch such that δ ∝ a^2. Therefore when a given mode enters the horizon, its power is described by P_{ent}(k) ∝ a^2P_i(k) ∼ k^{ns−4} if z_{ent} > z_{eq} [24], and we replace δ_{c,b}(z_{ent}, k) ∝ √ P_{ent}(k). Note that if n_s ≈ 1, then k^3P_{ent}(k) is constant at horizon crossing. Similarly, we find that, P_{ent}(k) ∝ k^{ns} corresponding to the modes which enter the horizon after matter-radiation equality.

The calculation of c_s involves matter and radiation temperatures along with their fluctuations. We calculate the matter temperature, T_{mat}(z), at a given epoch z using the following equation [25]. dT̄_{mat} dt = 2H(z)T̄_{mat} + x_e(t) t_γ (¯ T_γ − T̄_{mat} ) a^{−4} (7) (8) The radiation temperature, T (z), at a given epoch z is estimated by the standard relation T (z) = T_0(1+z), with

T_0 given by the present CMB temperature [26]. Fluctuations in the matter temperature after mechanical decoupling (z > 1100), δ_T , are calculated using dδ_T dt = 2 3 dδ_b dt − x_e(t) t_γ a^{−4} T̄_γ T̄ δ^T (9)

δ_T thus computed is in turn used for the calculation of the sound speed post recombination, and therefore the modified baryonic growth equation becomes [27]

δ̈_b + 2H(z)δ̇_b = 3 2 H^2(f_cδ_c + f_bδ_b) − k^2 a^2 k_B T μ (δ_b + δ_T ) (10)

For scales which enter the horizon before the epoch of recombination, z_{rec}, matter temperature fluctuations are described by δ_T = δ_{Tγ} at z = z_{ent}.

As we would like to examine growth not only in the standard cosmology, but in a modified gravity scenario as well, we will now discuss how the calculation needs to be altered. In the DGP scenario, the CDM and baryon perturbation equations are modified such that in the source term on the right hand side of Eq.(4), the factor H(z)^2 is replaced by H^2_{DGP} g(a, k). In this case H_{DGP} (z) is the modified background expansion rate and g(a, k) is the factor by which Newton’s constant gets modified under the new gravity scenario.

We use [28] and [29] to construct H_{DGP} (z) and g(a, k). Using these modifications and Eqns.(4-5), we calculate the growth of perturbations in the DGP theory up to a scale corresponding to k < 0.05Mpc^{−1}. We chose to restrict ourselves to these scales in order to avoid complications due to non-linear PPF parameters as described in [28]. The matter temperature perturbations in Eqns.(7- 10) also get modified by replacing H(z) with H_{DGP} (z).

The input parameters of our calculation are n_s, δ_{Tγ} , Ω_{b,c}, h, Ω_k, Ω_{tot} and z_{eq} . Additionally, the epoch of decoupling, z_{dec}, is determined such that the photon mean-free path is larger than Hubble distance, or λ_γ =^1_{neσT} ∼ cH^{−1}. For simplicity, we set Ω_ν = 0, dn_s dlnk = 0 and allow a sharp drop in optical depth of pho-

tons at the epoch of mechanical decoupling. In the next section we will describe our results using WMAP9 values [26], along with additional DGP fits.

III. RESULTS

In Figure 1 we represent the background expansion rate with respect to redshift, H(z), in different cosmological cases. We consider fCDM, fDGP (flat ΛCDM and flat DGP), and oDGP (open DGP) models. For cosmological parameters we use Ω_ch^2 = 0.12, Ω_bh^2 = 0.023, h = 0.69 from WMAP9, and apply those to both fCDM and fDGP models. For the oDGP models we use Ω_ch^2 = 0.099, Ω_bh^2 = 0.023, Ω_k = 0.03 and h = 0.76 [29], and for the fDGP model we use Ω_ch^2 = 0.12,Ω_bh^2 = 0.023, h = 0.69. Eqn.(4-5) of [29] are incorporated to compute the modified expansion rate H_{DGP} (z). We have plotted up to z ∼ 1 to highlight the effect at low redshift, where one would expect modifications of gravity designed to mimic dark energy to be most relevant.

FIG. 1: Background expansion rates (H/H0) as a function of redshift based on different fCDM (flat ΛCDM), fDGP (flat DGP) and oDGP(open DGP) cosmologies. Relevant cosmological parameters are described in the text.

In Figure 2 we present the bias, defined as b(z, k) =^{δb}_{δc} , with respect to redshift. We choose three length scales corresponding to Fourier modes k = 0.005, k = 0.01 and k = 0.05 in units of Mpc^{−1}, where b(z, k) is represented in those regimes respectively by solid, dotted and dashed lines. We choose fCDM, fDGP and oDGP cosmologies described by the same cosmological parameters as in Figure 1. For a single fluid model the bias is unity by construction. From Figure 2 it is evident that in all scales explored, the difference in bias between the DGP and CDM models is less than their deviation from unity. This deviation (with respect to unit bias in a single-fluid model) increases both with redshift and diminishing scale. For low redshift (z ∼ 0.2) and k = 0.01Mpc^{−1}, the difference between the bias calculated from fCDM and fDGP models (using WMAP9 parameters) is about 0.04% with a difference of 4.2% in the background expansion rate. The bias becomes close to 1% near z ∼ 1, while the difference in bias between fCDM and fDGP (using WMAP9 parameters) is only up to 0.02% for k = 0.05Mpc^{−1}.

The bias can be directly related to the total density fluctuation δ = f_cδ_c + f_bδ_b such that δ = (f_c + b(z, k)f_b) δ_c, where b(z, k) represents the bias at a given epoch and a given scale k. In Figure 3 we display δ_{tot}(z, k) as a function of redshift in the linear regime, k = 0.005Mpc^{−1}. The same normalization was used for all cosmologies, set by Eq.(6). We use dotted lines to refer to the single fluid (s-f) models and solid lines for the baryon+CDM fluid models. We note that at low redshift, the difference in the oDGP and fCDM models is

FIG. 2: The bias as a function of redshift in different cosmologies for scales corresponding to k = 0.005(solid lines), k = 0.01(dotted lines) and k = 0.05(dashed lines) in units of Mpc^{−1}.

comparable to that between the fCDM, s-f and two fluid models. This is an intriguing conclusion which suggests the importance of the two-fluid treatment in order to correctly use structure formation observations to constrain cosmological models. The significance of δ_{tot} is that it is a scale and cosmology dependent quantity. Observationally, future weak lensing surveys can estimate δ_{tot} but the interpretation of observational data must be made by properly incorporating bias on all scales of interest.

FIG. 3: The total matter fluctuation δ = fcδc + f_bδ_b is shown as a function of redshift under different cosmologies at a scale corresponding to k = 0.005Mpc^{−1} . Solid lines indicate twofluid models and dotted lines represent single fluid (s-f) models.

In Figure 4, we plot growth factor only due to CDM g_c =^{dlnδc}_{dlna} (solid lines) with respect to redshift for a chosen scale corresponding to k = 0.005Mpc^{−1}. Note that we over plot (dashed line) the parameterization Ω^{611}_m [30] which agrees quite well with the numerical estimates for fCDM. We therefore conclude that g_c is roughly scaleindependent, but is sensitive to the background cosmology.

FIG. 4: The growth factor due to only CDM described by gc =^{dlnlδc}_{dlna} is plotted as a function of redshift for different fCDM (flat ΛCDM), fDGP (flat DGP) and oDGP(open DGP) cosmologies. This is done at a single scale k = 0.005Mpc^{−1} .Two component models are presented in solid lines and the dash-dotted line referred as analytic indicates Ωm(z)^γ such that γ =^6_{11} for fCDM using WMAP9 parameters.

We can also consider the evolution of the total growth factor due to CDM and baryons as g_{tot} =^{dlnδtot}_{dlna} with respect to redshift at a scale of k = 0.005Mpc^{−1}, to check to see if there is any difference in using this value instead of the CDM growth factor. We define δ_{tot} =^{δcfc +δbfb}_{fc+fm} . We find that both parameters g_c and g_{tot} are weakly dependent on the selection of scale k., with g_{tot} to be comparatively more rigid over a range of various k values. However in general g_c ∼ g_{tot} so there is no significant handicap in using g_c to constain cosmological models.

IV. DISCUSSION AND FUTURE DIRECTIONS

In this work we have examined the impact on calculations of the growth of structure through the use of a simple single matter fluid approximation vs. a model that correctly incorporates baryons and cold dark matter in a two component analysis. We have then compared the difference in matter perturbations in the standard ΛCDM cosmology and modified DGP gravity.

Among the quantities we discussed in our paper, the growth factor g =^{dlnδ}_{dlna} is measured observationally from galaxy redshift surveys [31]. We found the growth factor, g to be rigid with variation in k under both ΛCDM and DGP cosmologies, and largely independent of baryonic dynamics.

Using weak lensing to measure the total δ = f_cδ_c +f_bδ_b is a way to get a handle on total matter density fluctuations but this quantity is sensitive to baryonic dynamics

(3) and depends on the relevant scale of structure forma- tion even in the linear regime. In addition, we find that at low-redshift (0.7 < z < 1.5) the effect of baryonic dynamics can be comparable to that introduced by modifying the underlying cosmology. We show in Figure 3 that for z ∼ 1, modifications due to two component model is comparable to that due to modifying the cosmology. Therefore accurate inclusion of the baryonic dynamics is required for interpreting observations associated with this quantity

It is also worth noting various studies of the growth of large scale structures in different modified gravity contexts have been performed using a single growth equation (for a sample see [32–41]). Preliminary results, to be described in a future work suggest that the use of a proper two component fluid formalism can significantly weaken the ability to distinguish between cosmological predictions in such models.

Finally, another area of cosmology which has attracted a great deal of interest recently, and relies on accurate calculations of the evolution of density perturbations, is the signal arising from the 21cm spin-flip transition of neutral hydrogen (for recent reviews, see [42–44]). One may study, for example, the perturbations of the brightness temperature of the CMB over a large redshift range in the so-called Dark Ages, which rely on the density perturbations of hydrogen. These perturbations are seeded by dark matter, and therefore a precise calculation merits the inclusion of the full baryonic plus dark matter system. We are currently using the formalism we have described here to investigate how it will impact upon conclusions one may draw from the use of such observations.

We thank S. White for useful conversations. J. D and LMK were supported in part by a DOE grant to ASU. S.D. was supported in part by funds from SESE Explorer Fellowship.

[1] S. Perlmutter et al. (Supernova Cosmology Project), Astrophys.J. 517, 565 (1999), astro-ph/9812133.

[2] A. G. Riess et al. (Supernova Search Team), Astron.J.

116, 1009 (1998), astro-ph/9805201.

[3] L. M. Krauss and M. S. Turner, Gen.Rel.Grav. 27, 1137 (1995), astro-ph/9504003.

[4] P. Peebles, Princeteon Univ. Press (1980). [5] L.-M. Wang and P. J. Steinhardt, Astrophys.J. 508, 483 (1998), astro-ph/9804015.

[6] E. V. Linder and R. N. Cahn, Astropart.Phys. 28, 481 (2007), astro-ph/0701317.

[7] E. Bertschinger, Astrophys.J. 648, 797 (2006), astroph/0604485.

[8] D. Polarski and R. Gannouji, Phys.Lett. B660, 439 (2008), 0710.1510.

[9] J. B. Dent, S. Dutta, and L. Perivolaropoulos, Phys.Rev.

D80, 023514 (2009), 0903.5296.

[10] J. B. Dent and S. Dutta, Phys.Rev. D79, 063516 (2009), 0808.2689.

[11] J. Yoo, A. L. Fitzpatrick, and M. Zaldarriaga, Phys.Rev.

D80, 083514 (2009), 0907.0707.

[12] N. E. Chisari and M. Zaldarriaga, Phys.Rev. D83, 123505 (2011), 1101.3555.

[13] C. Bonvin and R. Durrer, Phys.Rev. D84, 063505 (2011), 1105.5280.

[14] A. Challinor and A. Lewis, Phys.Rev. D84, 043516 (2011), 1105.5292.

[15] D. Jeong, F. Schmidt, and C. M. Hirata, Phys.Rev. D85, 023504 (2012), 1107.5427.

[16] J. Yoo, Phys.Rev. D82, 083508 (2010), 1009.3021. [17] L. Perivolaropoulos, J.Phys.Conf.Ser. 222, 012024 (2010), 1002.3030.

[18] E. Komatsu et al. (WMAP Collaboration), Astrophys.J.Suppl. 192, 18 (2011), 1001.4538.

[19] V. F. Mukhanov, H. Feldman, and R. H. Brandenberger, Phys.Rept. 215, 203 (1992).

[20] C.-P. Ma and E. Bertschinger, Astrophys.J. 455, 7 (1995), astro-ph/9506072.

[21] S. Naoz and R. Barkana, Mon.Not.Roy.Astron.Soc. 362,

1047 (2005), astro-ph/0503196.

[22] G. Dvali, G. Gabadadze, and M. Porrati, Physics Letters B 485, 208 (2000), arXiv:hep-th/0005016.

[23] J. C. Mather, E. S. Cheng, R. E. Eplee, Jr., R. B. Isaacman, S. S. Meyer, R. A. Shafer, R. Weiss, E. L. Wright, C. L. Bennett, N. W. Boggess, et al., ApJ 354, L37 (1990).

[24] P. J. E. Peebles, Principles of Physical Cosmology (1993). [25] S. Seager, D. D. Sasselov, and D. Scott, ApJS 128, 407 (2000), arXiv:astro-ph/9912182.

[26] C. L. Bennett, D. Larson, J. L. Weiland, N. Jarosik, G. Hinshaw, N. Odegard, K. M. Smith, R. S. Hill, B. Gold, M. Halpern, et al., ArXiv e-prints (2012), 1212.5225.

[27] S. Naoz and R. Barkana, MNRAS 362, 1047 (2005), arXiv:astro-ph/0503196.

[28] I. Sawicki, Y.-S. Song, and W. Hu, Phys. Rev. D 75, 064002 (2007), arXiv:astro-ph/0606285.

[29] Y.-S. Song, I. Sawicki, and W. Hu, Phys. Rev. D 75, 064003 (2007), arXiv:astro-ph/0606286.

[30] P. J. E. Peebles, The large-scale structure of the universe (1980).

[31] M. Colless, G. Dalton, S. Maddox, W. Sutherland, P. Norberg, S. Cole, J. Bland-Hawthorn, T. Bridges, R. Cannon, C. Collins, et al., MNRAS 328, 1039 (2001), arXiv:astro-ph/0106498.

[32] Y. Gong, Phys.Rev. D78, 123010 (2008), 0808.1316. [33] R. Gannouji, B. Moraes, and D. Polarski, JCAP 0902, 034 (2009), 0809.3374.

[34] X.-y. Fu, P.-x. Wu, and H.-w. Yu, Phys.Lett. B677, 12 (2009), 0905.1735.

[35] P. Wu, H. W. Yu, and X. Fu, JCAP 0906, 019 (2009), 0905.3444.

[36] H. Motohashi, A. A. Starobinsky, and J. Yokoyama (2010), 1002.0462.

[37] G. Gupta, S. Sen, and A. A. Sen, JCAP 1204, 028 (2012), 1110.0956.

[38] J. C. Bueno Sanchez, J. B. Dent, S. Dutta, and L. Perivolaropoulos, JCAP 1009, 021 (2010), 1004.4905.

[39] C. Di Porto, L. Amendola, and E. Branchini (2011), 1101.2453.

[40] K. Koyama and R. Maartens, JCAP 0601, 016 (2006), astro-ph/0511634.

[41] P. Zhang, Phys.Rev. D83, 063510 (2011), 1101.5164. [42] J. R. Pritchard and A. Loeb (2011), 1109.6012.

[43] S. Furlanetto, S. P. Oh, and F. Briggs, Phys.Rept. 433, 181 (2006), astro-ph/0608032.

[44] M. F. Morales and J. S. B. Wyithe, Ann.Rev.Astron.Astrophys. 48, 127 (2010), 0910.3010.